Illinois State University

ISU ReD: Research and eData
Academic Senate Minutes

Academic Senate

Spring 2-23-1994

Senate Meeting, February 23, 1994
Academic Senate
Illinois State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://ir.library.illinoisstate.edu/senateminutes
Part of the Higher Education Administration Commons
Recommended Citation
Senate, Academic, "Senate Meeting, February 23, 1994" (1994). Academic Senate Minutes. 1219.
https://ir.library.illinoisstate.edu/senateminutes/1219

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Academic Senate at ISU ReD: Research and eData. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Academic Senate Minutes by an authorized administrator of ISU ReD: Research and eData. For more information, please contact ISUReD@ilstu.edu.
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Administrators' Remarks
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Meetings of the Academic Senate are open to members of the
University Community.
Persons attending the meetings may
participate in discussions with the consent of the Senate.
Persons desiring to bring items
to
the
attention of the
Senate may do so by contacting any member of the Senate.
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ACADEMIC SENATE MINUTES

(Not Approved by the Academic Senate)
Volume XXV, No. 10

February 23 , 1994
CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Len Schmaltz called the meeting of the Academic
Senate to order at 7:05 p.m. in the Circus Room of the Bone
Student Center.
SEATING OF NEW SENATORS

Chairperson Schmaltz introduced two new student senators:
Amy snyder, a Public Relations major; and Uchendu Ude, a
Finance major.
ROLL CALL

Secretary Jan Cook called the roll and declared a
present.

quorum

APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 9, 1994

CORRECTIONS TO MINUTES:
Senator Amster:
On Page 21, paragraph five, the first
sentence of my remarks should read:
"It is possible that
departments do not have to go the maximum speed 1 imi ts to
award ratings."
Senator David Strand:
line, delete "for."

Page 6, paragraph five, next to last _

Senator Nelsen:
Page 15, second paragraph,
word "revise," should read "receive."

third 1 ine:

Senator Winchip: Page 20, after the fourth paragraph, I had
an additional question:
"Has the committee considered
looking at an average for three to five years?"
The committee's answer was "no."
Senator Williams:
Page 11, ninth paragraph at the bottom
of the page, delete words:
"whereas criteria come from,:
and sUbstitute the word "by."
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I

senator Williams:
Page 32, Strike paragraphs
nine, because they do not represent my comments.

seven

and

Page 35, paragraph ten, delete last sentence and replace
with:
"You might not be able to assess the entire program
at the end of the time period for the pilot study."
Page 36, paragraph eleven, at the bottom of the page, first
sentence, strike "relating on paper" and replace with:
"wri ting a paper related to the content of the course.
Second sentence should read: "There is no special expertise
being imparted to students if they are just writing a lot of
papers."
delete last three words.
Senator Schroeer:
Page 16, paragraph five,
paragraph, it is not what I said.

delete entire

Senator Zeidenstein:
Page 10, fourth paragraph, first
sentence should read:
"Since both examples to answer my
question about these previous faculty accomplishments, and
faculty input cite ASPT evaluations, might be the dominant
rather than the minority situation, you might consider
changing the wording to "previous ASPT accomplishments."
Page 34, sixth paragraph, first sentence should read: "Does
one speak Spanish or French in these context language
courses?"
Senator Ken Strand:
Page eight, paragraph nine, second
sentence, should read:
"My hunch is it will be close to
80/20 all the time."
Page eight, paragraph eleven, last sentence, strike words:
"sort of."
Page eight, paragraph thirteen, last sentence:
maybe the 80/20 would be a good idea."

strike "when

Page nineteen, paragraph four, should read:
"If there were
five
departments
in
a
college,
wouldn't
there
be
heterogeneity across the departments regarding performance?
If there were six departments in a college, it is possible
that if evaluations were performed at the college level, the
per cent exceptional merit ratings could be as
treme as
10/10/10/10/10 and 50%, respectively?
Wouldn't this
constitute a problem with a cap of 20% for each department?"

e

Page nineteen, paragraph six, first sentence should read:
"Those faculty with higher salaries will receive higher
raises."
XXV-53
Motion to approve Minutes of February 9, 1994, as amended,
by Walker (Second, Wilner) carried on a voice vote.
3
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CHAIRPERSON'S REMARKS

Chairperson Len Schmaltz had no remarks.
VICE CHAIRPERSON'S REMARKS

Vice chairperson, Renee Mousavi:
I would like to bring up
as a point of information to the Senate the Proposed
Revision of the Course withdrawal Policy that you each
received in your packet
To give you a little background
information on this, the student senators felt that this was
an issue that needed to be addressed.
This is a policy
that they would like to see changed.
The proposed revision
has been sent to Academic Affairs and Academic Standards
Committees, and will be corning up as an Information Item.
STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION PRESIDENT'S REMARKS

Senator Diane Shaya had no remarks.

ADMINISTRATORS' REMARKS
PRESIDENT WALLACE had no remarks.
PROVOST STRAND had no remarks.
VICE PRESIDENT FOR STUDENT AFFAIRS, WILLIAM GUROWITZ
had an excused absence.
INFORMATION ITEM
1.

July-December 1994 Academic Senate Meeting Calendar

Chairperson Schmaltz:
I would like to point out that an
Executive Committee Meeting is scheduled for September 5th,
which is the Labor Day HoI iday .
Please correct your
calendars to read: September 6th.
Senator Johnson:
Shouldn't the July 13th meeting- be listed
as Subject to Call?
Chairperson Schmaltz:

Yes.
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ACTION ITEMS
1.

Faculty Affairs Committee Presentation of University
Review Committee Proposed Changes in the ASPT Document

senator Wilner:
I would like to request that the order of
the two action items be reversed on the Agenda, so that the
University studies item would be first.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
The Chair rules that request out of
order given that the Executive Committee of the Senate put
the items on the Agenda as they came in, and the Faculty
Affairs item was received first.
XXV-54
Senator Wilner:

I challenge the chair.

Parliamentarian Cohen: This is non-debatable, because it is
a procedural matter.
A no vote means you support the
Chair's ruling, a yes vote would reverse the order of the
items on the Agenda.
Senator Razaki:
pass?

What percentage of the vote do we need to

Parliamentarian Cohen:

A simple majority.

Roll Call Vote on challenge to the chair:
one abstention.
Motion failed.

20 yes;

23 no;

Senator
Razaki,
Chair
of
Faculty
Affairs
Commi ttee,
introduced James Reid of Foreign Languages,
and Paul
Holsinger of History, members of the University Review
Committee.
Senator Razaki:
Senators received a revised document in
their packets.
The changes are noted at the bottom of the
respective pages.
I would like to request the chair to deal
with these changes on an item by item basis. Do I make one
motion, or a separate motion for each item?
Parliamentarian Cohen:
No.
He can make a general motion,
and a part of the motion is understood that the vote should
take place on each item.
The Minutes should refl e~ t this.
The motion could be worded,
I
move to approve A-N
respectively.
If there were amendments, they could be
considered as each item is voted upon separately.
Senator Ken Strand:
I am worried about this suggestion,
since these items are related to one another.
I am worried
about doing a step-by-step process.
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XXV-55
Senator Razaki:
I move that all of the Proposed ASPT
Changes be accepted and voted upon on an item by item basis.
(Second, Zeidenstein)

Senator
items?

Insel:

Is

page

ten

one

item,

or

Senator Razaki:
We will consider each
separately, which is basically each page.

four

separate

Roman

Numeral

Senator Ken Strand:
Once we approve one page, then
everything that follows it is conditional and relates to it.
Senator Zeidenstein:
This is not Mathematics, and most of
these provisions are not related to each other. A couple of
them may be, but that is stretching it.
Most of them are
separate.
In fact, two are so separate that they have been
removed from tonight's agenda.
Senator Walker:
I would agree with Senator Zeidenstein.
They are not that specifically related to one another. When
the Faculty Affairs Committee brought these forward a few
years ago, we did the same procedure.
As Senator Razaki
and his committee have done, they have ordered them so that
those that are the most important corne last, so as you go
forward, you don't expect those until the end.
It would be
more expeditious to go one at a time and wJ would be better
off ·t hat way.
Senator Razaki:
The Faculty Affairs Committee and members
of the University Review Committee will respond to questions
and debate.
Senator Ken Strand:
Senator Walker was correct relative to
the incremental support
of the item.
But, based on the
amount of conversation that took place at our last meeting,
I would disagree that the items are in the order of the
respective importance.
It may be close to it, but not an
exact order.
I am willing to go on with this page by page,
but I think there is a danger that if you approve one page,
then all subsequent decisions are based on the first
decision.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
The motion is to vote on these item
by item.
The Parliamentarian tells me that the only option
is to vote against each item.
Parliamentarian Cohen:
There is a second possibility which
is a reconsideration at the end of the vote. You would have
to be on the prevailing side.
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senator Ken Strand:
I like the idea of toward the end
having the freedom to go back and change an earlier
decision, but I don't know how to do that.
Parliamentarian Cohen:
I think before you vote on the last
item, since it is the main motion, you might want to then
amend it if you see a problem.
After you vote on the last
page, you have closed it.
until you vote on the last page
an amendment would be possible. It is up to anyone who sees
a lot of linkage on this to say they see a problem and they
want to amend it because of the language or something.
If
you don't consider them in order, the discussion becomes too
disparate.
Senator Razaki:

There are pros and

cons to both sides.

Senator Ken Strand:
Given the information that the
Parliamentarian has provided, I feel comfortable with going
along with the original motion.
XXV-56
Vote on Page One, additions to opening paragraph of the ISU
ASPT Policies and Procedures document carried.

"General guidelines are set forth in the Governing
Policy for the Regency Universities System of Illinois.
The present Policies and Procedures document follows
those guidelines, and is approved by the Illinois State
. University Academic Senate.
In addition to a
description of the Committees involved in the ASPT
process and their activities, as well as Appointment
Policies, this document describes the minimum level of
achievement necessary for continued progress in the
areas of Promotion, Tenure, Performance, Evaluation and
Salary. Colleges and Departments are not only allowed
but expected to design standards of achievement which
may exceed but not violate the intent of these
criteria.
The ASPT documents for each Department and
College are annually reviewed by other bodies;
standards which are below the minimums delineated
herein, or which violate in principle the guidelines of
the Board of Regents, will not be allowed."
XXV-57
Vote on Page Two -- V. F. 1 (ASPT - Page Nine) carried.

"If the DFSC chooses to conduct a salary equity review,
it may designate that up to 10 percent of the
Department's annual salary increase funds be used for
equity adjustments if other sources of funding become
available. The DFSC shall notify its faculty that a
salary equity review is taking place, and provide
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department faculty with the criteria (policies and
procedures) used for determining equity adjustments . "
XXV-58
vote on Page Three -- IV. F.

(ASPT - Page Seven) carried.

"Following appropriate faculty input, each CFSC shall
develop college criteria or Milner Library criteria for
performance evaluation, promotion and tenure and
provide these criteria to faculty members in the
college or in Milner Library.
criteria for
administrative salary adjustments outside the ASPT
process shall be developed by the CFSC and provided to
faculty by May 1."
XXV-59
Page Four -- VI. G.

(ASPT - Page Ten)

"In case an applicant shall have duties in more than
one Department or area, the recommendation or
appointment shall originate in the major Department,
only after conSUltation among the supervisors of all
Departments or areas to which a person is to be
assigned. cooperative interviews are encouraged. The
written appointment form shall include the signature of
the administrative officer of the minor Department or
area and shall be accompanied by a written agreement
stating the terms of employment signed by both the
administrative officers of the major and minor
Departments or areas.
These written agreements shall
be in the College Dean's office and in the Department
office."
.
Deleted by Stearns/Jerich Amendment:
"Copies shall be
available only to the CFSC's and DFSC's, if requested."
XXV-60
Senator Stearns: I move that we amend Page Four by striking
the last sentence:
"Copies shall be available only to the
CFSC's and DFSC's, if requested."
(Second, Jerich)

Senator Stearns: Agreements of this type should b~~a matter
of public record.
Every other faculty member's salary
document is a matter of public record.
Senator Johnson:
I would like to ask the committee why that
was in there in the first place?
Senator Razaki:
amendment.

We

Senator Zeidenstein:

have

no

Accepted.
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objection

to

the

friendly

.

senator Walker:
I would like clarification from Provost
strand. Is it true that every faculty member's agreement is
available for anyone to see.
Provost Strand:
I did not sit with the committee when they
made this change.
You could interpret the current
statement to be exclusive at the present time.
I would
refer back to the committee to see if they are clarifying
that the current policy is exclusive and they are just
clarifying that ambiguity.
A nod of heads indicates that
they
are
just
clarifying
the
current
policy,
not
recommending a change in the policy.
Senator Walker:
And are contracts of any faculty member
available for anyone to see?
Provost Strand:
If that was your question, the answer is
no.
Under the freedom of information act, you may request
access to your own file.
senator Walker:

Then Senator Stearn's comment was not true?

Senator Stearns:
I would take exception.
Our contracts
come on standard contract forms.
The salary amounts appear
in the Board of Regents Minutes and are therefore a matter
of public record.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Both the mover and seconder of the
original motion have accepted the amendment as friendly to
strike the last sentence:
"Copies shall be available only
to the CFSC's and OFSC's, if requested."
Senator Walker:

I was asking a question.

Provost Strand:
Or. Stearn's response is not entirely
correct.
While the salary figure may be the most common
denominator, there are other conditions placed in contracts
of some people.
For example, if you come here and start on
tenure track line and don't have your doctorate completed,
maybe you are at the ABO stage, it could be a stipulation of
your contract that appointment beyond year X, Y, or Z is
contingent upon completion of the doctorate.
There may be
other conditions.
That information at this point in time
would never be made public unless the freedom of i ormation
act requested that we contact the faculty member and
indicate that this request had been forthcoming, and get the
reaction of that faculty member.
Senator Stearns: It should be public information beyond the
public information act.
Senator Wallace:
I have a point of information about the
wording.
Are we dropping the last sentence?
And does
this not return it to its original form?
9

senator Razaki:
By removing that sentence, we leave the
status quo as it is.
There is nothing added or deleted by
striking that sentence.
Senator Zeidenstein:
Most of that last sentence already
appears in the 1994 version of the ASPT Document.
If the
entire last sentence is deleted, it is altering the ASPT
policy.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Our choices are to vote in favor of
this motion or against it.
Senator Newgren:
At what point in the document does this
come . into play?
The CFSC's and DFSC's need to know
information before they can make decisions.
If no one
needs to know, the federal government prohibits access to
these records.
Provost Strand:
Senator Walker:
back up later.
Senator Shaya:

That is correct.
If we vote against this, can it be brought
Can't we just vote against it?

Chairperson Schmaltz:
No, because there is nothing to vote
on.
It is a friendly amendment and the mover and seconder
have already accepted it.
Senator Parr:
XXV-61
Senator Walker:
last sentence.

As it stands now, it could be amended.
I move to amend this by reinserting the
(Second, Shaya)

Parliamentarian Cohen:
The main motion now is everything
without that sentence.
Therefore an amendment inserting
that sentence back into the document would be in order.
Senator Johnson:
I would like to point out to everyone
that the only difference between this and the original
document is the word "only."
Do we want the wo~d only in
there or not?
Roll call vote on Walker Amendment:
failed.

22 yes;

22 no.

Motion

XXV-62
Senator Hesse:
I call the question on the original motion.
Motion carried on a voice vote.
(XXV-59 -- Vote on Page Four - VI. G. (ASPT - Page Ten)
Original motion with amendment to delete last sentence.
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XXV-63
Page Five - VII.

C.

(ASPT - Page Ten)

"Department, College, and University criteria for
promotion shall be provided to faculty. Under no
circumstances should a candidate be promised or in
any way assured of promotion."
Senator Insel:
Point of information.
all refer to roman numeral VII.

Pages 5,

Chairperson Schmaltz:
We are going page by page.
only voting on page five.

6,

and 7
We are

Vote on page five carried on a voice vote.
XXV-64
Page six - VII. D.
(ASPT - Page Ten)
Motion carried on a voice vote.
"It shall be the faculty member's responsibility to
provide appropriate certification of the completion of
degree requirements or credit hours necessary for
consideration for promotion before February 1, if they
are to be considered in the recommendation of promotion
for the following academic year. The Provost, however,
may use discretion in interpreting 'appropriate
certification' and authorize promotion and salary
increases contingent upon the completion of degree
requirements or credit hours."
XXV-65
Page Seven - VII. E. 1. b

(ASPT - Page Eleven)

Senator Schroeer:
There is disagreement between the note
at the bottom of the page and the actual change in the
document.
Do you mean sufficient or significant.
Senator Walker:
I would hope that the one at the bottom is
a typo.
It should read sufficient rather than significant.
The
original
Senator
Zeidenstein:
the word quality was
significant enough
not there before.

document
said
hich was

added ~

Senator Razaki:
The word should be "sufficient."
The
final sentence would read:
"The candidate's continuing
professional growth and professional activities should be of
sufficient
quality to warrant promotion to Assistant
Professor."
Senator Parr:
I wonder if they really meant to concentrate
on quality and not quantity.
11

senator Razaki:

" ..... sufficient quality .....
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voice vote on page seven carried.
liThe candidate's continuing professional growth and
professional activities should be of sufficient
quality to warrant promotion to Assistant Professor."
XXV-66
Page Eight - VIII. B. 4.
(ASPT - Page 13)
voice vote on page eight carried.
"Department, College, and University criteria for
tenure shall be provided to faculty.
Under no
circumstances should a candidate be promised or in
any way assured of tenure."
XXV-67
Page Nine - X. A. 1.

(ASPT - Page 15)

Each year, following consultation with the staff of the
Board of Regents and the President, the Provost shall
make known to the URC the amount of funds available for
salary increases to faculty subject to the ASPT system.
The funds so designated shall consist, at a minimum, of
the continuing contract faculty's propo rtionate share
of the percentage increase which shall be never less
than 80% of the personal services funds appropriated by
the state legislature for that year nor less than 80%
of any funds from other sources for purpose of salary
increase.
The Provost may distribute any remaining
funds outside the ASPT system. These funds must be
designated for specific categories of faculty rather
than for individuals.
These categories must be
determined through a process which includes appropriate
faculty input.
Faculty will be provided with a
description of the categories by the Provost or
appropriate Dean. The categories should be announced
no later than April 1. Nothing in this article shall
preclude the addressing of salary inequities in a
manner directed by the Board of Regents or Board of
Higher Education."
senator Razaki:
The Faculty Affairs Committee would like to
announce that they will not accept any amendments to this
change as "friendly."
So, if you wish to amend it, just
make a motion.
Senator Hesse:
I would like to speak in favor of this ASPT
change.
I think it is very important that we have some kind
of equity process on this campus.
I think 80% is a good
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number. I think we could argue about the percentage number,
but equity is something we need.
Senator Nelsen:
At the last meeting the comment was made
that setting caps become targets.
Is it possible to set a
target instead of a cap on the numbers to be allocated?
I
would much prefer some small amount with flexibility in
order to accommodate those natural things that happen like
retirements, etc.
I would rather have the provision read
that criteria can be brought to the Senate along with a
number.
I speak against the change.
President Wallace:
I have a point of clarification.
The
example
cited by this senator about retirements
is not
correct.
This money does not come out of salary increment
funds.
Senator Zeidenstein:
There are two eighty percent numbers
here.
I am referring right now to the top one about the
sixth line down.
It is underlined because it is an
intrusion.
It is an intrusion which changes what used to
be
(in
effect
100%
of
the
appropriation
from
the
legislature) and decreases it to 80%.
I don't know what
kind of compromise some people consider that.
If I sold
land in Florida, I would love clients like that.
I am
going to suggest that I see no reason why the original
wording should be changed that the faculty should give up
what the legislature appropriated.
This i s quite separate
from the issue of the second 80% that came from other
sources.
Interruption:
Senator Shaya:
The faculty would not
giving up what the legislature appropriated ..... .

be

Chairperson Schmaltz:
The Chair is not going to allow any
senator to take over the floor of the Senate . If you have a
question, you will ask the Chair for a turn to speak, you
will not debate with another senator.
Senator Zeidenstein:
Perhaps I mispoke, I should have said
given up 100% of the appropriated money used through the
ASPT process.
XXV-68

Senator Zeidenstein:
I would like to move an amendment to
change the first underlined change from "which shall be
never less than 80%" to "which shall be never less than
100%."
(Second, Walker)
President Wallace:
with all due respect to Senator
Zeidenstein, I think he is incorrect.
The faculty has
gained money in ASPT in recent years.
We might argue that
in certain years you would be losing and in certain years
you would be gaining.
The extent to which this is
13

confusing is what we have to debate every year, to say that
it is a fixed percent every year, regardless of where the
money comes from.
If we go back to the previous year, if
we had put only the money from the General Assembly into the
ASPT process, we would not have gotten anywhere near the
raises that we did.
Senator Zeidenstein:
That is correct.
You are quite
right, there were funds put into the ASPT process -- some
funds from the internal reallocations or whatever magic was
purveyed, and most of the faculty gained.
I recognize that
and I applaud it.
But, that is a separate issue.
One can
still generate more funds through the ASPT process by what
we did in the past or what we will do in the future.
You
still have the 80% from other sources for the purposes of
salary increases.
It is the other sources which you are
referring to, I presume, so I don't see where the two are
connected.
President Wallace:
I think it is connected.
Because this
past year for example about 50% went through the ASPT
process.
The Executive committee every year for the past
few years has not been recommending the appropriated funds
and has gone through a lively debate as to how much should
go into ASPT.
If we followed policy which legally we
should have done, there would have been less than 50%.
Regardless of where the funds come from in the future, it
should be an 80/20 split.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
As a member of the Executive
committee, I would like to say that Senator Wallace's
statement in no way reflects my own opinion of that debate.
Senator Jerich: Could the committee explain their rationale
behind the wording for this change?
Chairperson Schmaltz: We are debating Senator Zeidenstein's
motion to change the percentage from 80% to 100%.
Are you
speaking against the motion?
Please keep to the motion.
Senator Walker:
I agree with a lot of what President
Wallace has said, however, I feel he is incorrect in his
statement.
The first 80% is what would normally come
through the ASPT process as appropriated funds. ·
In the
past that has been 100%.
The discussion has been about
whether those funds were generated outside of the ASPT
process.
The second part of the sentence deals with those
funds.
It is a "win" situation by having an 80/20 split on
the second and putting it back to 100% on the first, and
clarifying what has been debated over the years.
I think
the amendment is more correct in terms of what we had and
what we hope to gain.
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Senator Shaya: I think that the 80/20 split provides a good
balance, and I agree with Senator Hesse that we need more
equity.
Senator Liedtke:
I would like to ask President Wallace
about his statement regarding personnel dollars, that only
50% of the appropriated funds went through the ASPT process
last year.
President Wallace:
Because we received very few dollars
from the General Assembly last year for faculty salaries, we
had to use reallocated monies.
Senator Liedtke:
Why didn't you use all of the money
designated for faculty salaries for faculty salaries?
The
amendment says that all the money that comes for salaries
(4%) should all be used for salaries.
Senator Ken Strand:
The 100% figure still strikes me as
being extreme.
Would you consider say 90%?
Senator Zeidenstein:
What my amendment does is return the
policy to where it was before.
The present document states
that appropriated funds from the state legislature shall go
through the ASPT process.
What my amendment does, in
effect, is clarify that.
It does not change the existing
policy.
This would go back and emphasize that all the
funds appropriated for personal service funds should be used
for personal services.
This amendment would go back and
support what the original document says.
Senator White:
If I understand this debate, a large part
seems to be about the fact that faculty somehow will gain
from 100% of the money being used for the ASPT process.
I
would like to suggest that the sense in which the "faculty
gains" by keeping everything in the ASPT system needs to be
reconsidered.
On the contrast, many faculty have gained
from the presence of money in administrative equity.
I
would like to see us keep a steady pool of money for
administrative equity.
Provost Strand:
I would like to review for the members of
the Senate the scenario that led to this proposal.
You may
recall that last fall the President and I distribu~ d a memo
which said in part that no more than 1/3 of the faculty
salary increase money should be used for administrative
equi ty.
That document was circulated among colleges and
departments aaross the campus.
The responses to that
document were given to the University Review committee for
analysis and recommendation.
The recommendation that you
have before you is the one which reflected a combination of
the input from departments and colleges and the best
judgment of the University Review Committee.
When you
begin to amend a portion of it, as Senator Zeidenstein has
15

My point is
done, you then disrupt the other factoring.
that when you begin upsetting the balance of the ratios,
then you may destroy the comprehensive intent of this
change.
Senator Insel: There is another provision for salary equity
as stated on page two of these changes:
V. F. 1:
"If the
DFSC chooses to conduct a salary equity review, it may
designate that up to ten percent of the Department's annual
salary increase funds be used for equity adjustments within
the Department.
Addi tional monies may be used for these
adjustments if other sources of funding become available."
In the past I have heard the rumors that sometimes people
end up being over equity adj usted between the departments
and the URe.
If a faculty member receives exceptional
merit, perhaps he should be rewarded for this within the
system.
Senator Ritch:
In years when we get no salary funds from
other sources, there is nothing to get 20% of, and we don't
get any equity money at all.
And that is hurting.
We cut
ourselves off from equity money in the years when we get no
outside funds.
We need to keep that 80/20 balance.
There
are all kinds of faculty who are not adequately rewarded
through the ASPT system.
Senator Parr:
Since there is a provision for equity within
the departments, why can't it be done within the ASPT
system?
Provost Strand: The current arrangement in most departments
who devote a portion of their raise money for equity
adjustments does not respond to circumstances where a given
department may have a problem that cannot be addressed
solely with its own funds.
For example, a group of faculty
members within a department who have been hired at very low
entry
salaries
find
that
the
market
in
comparable
institutions with which we are competing for faculty changes
dramatically,
even if they utilize their reallocation
resources, they will never catch up and be competitive with
their peer institutions.
The equity process that we have
before us will enable the Deans, working with department
chairs to address such departmental problems.
Senator Parr:
Just as departments can do it through their
DFSC, can't colleges do it also?
Provost Strand: Through what is being proposed here with X.
A. 1, they could.
Senator Zeidenstein:
There are other provisions in the
current document, which say that each department can take up
to ten percent of their annual salary increase funds to be
used for equity adjustments within the department.
That is
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not the same shifting as from one college to another where
one department has market problems.
It is not the same
shifting within the same college, if a particular department
has market problems.
That, it seems to me, would be the
under the · realm of funds coming from other sources, which
may be distributed outside the ASPT system.
Within a
department there can be equity adjustments with the
department's ASPT funds.
The 100% amendment does not
change that.
If anything, it gives a larger piece of the
pie to a department so that 10% of that within the
department would be more.
If you are talking about equity
adjustments across departmental lines, or across college
lines, that is when you get into the 80% of the other
sources of funds, such as reallocations.
Most of the
arguments that I have heard against my amendment simply do
not hold water.
James Reid, URC committee:
Twenty-two of the units that
responded wanted 20% of all the funds to go to departments.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
Senator Zeidenstein's amendment
refers to appropriated funds, and that poll was for all
sources of revenue.
James Reid:
In our opinion it covered both sources of
funds.
We concluded that they wanted both appropriated and
non appropriated funds.
Prel?ident Wallace:
Some years the appropriated funds are
all that come to the University.
It seems like every year
there has been, will be, should be extra funds that come.
I would like to remind you that one
year ago we had to
eliminate sixty some positions in order to get part of the
money for raises.
I wish the money was available from some
other source.
If people want equity money, regardless of
where it come from, to my judgment, we have to designate a
portion of the appropriated money so that it will be
guaranteed every year.
The 80% figure will guarantee this.
If we do not do this, the money will not be there every
year.
Senator Zeidenstein:
There could still be at the will of
the department, ten percent equity within the department for
members of the department.
That has been in " he ASPT
provisions since day one and will be there tonight and in
the future.
Senator Stearns:
I would like to speak against the
amendment.
I also have a question for the Provost.
My
understanding of the 20% funds for equity is that it goes
beyond equity and could be used for supplementing personnel
budgets, for early retirements, etc.
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Provost Strand:
The 20% is to be used just for raises for
continuing faculty.
It is not to be used for end of the
year payouts for retirements.
Senator Stearns:
In the past, it seems like this money was
available for retirements, etc.
Provost Strand:
We have not had such situations occur.
This year we asked the department to estimate the impact of
retirements upon the department, and provided some resources
from another fund source.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
the debate.

I don't see how this is germane to

Senator Stearns:
I was wondering if part of the funds were
used to offset early retirements.
Provost Strand:

That is another source of funds.

Senator Ken Strand:
So far we have heard points of view
supporting all kinds of percentages:
100%/0%;
80%/20%; I
am struggling with what we should do. I have a feeling that
the Faculty Affairs Committee and the University Review
Committee have been living and sleeping with this more than
some of the senators.
I would like a representative of the
FAC or URC to give an up-to-date version of the 80/20.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
That is inappropriate.
We are
discussing Senator Zeidenstein' s amendment.
You can speak
for or against the amendment, but you can't ask for an
update.
Senator Ken Strand:
I would like
information to vote on the amendment.

to

have

enough

Senator Ritch:
I am from an area of campus where for those
years when we get no outside funds, and no money available
from any source other than the department, faculty who have
not been treated fairly by the department for years, there
is no reason for the department to turn around and give that
person equity.
I am arguing for a balance so that someone
outside the department has some dollars to reward people who
might teach in interdisciplinary programs, etc. ' I think
this amendment cuts the flexibility of departments and
faculty, so I will vote against it.
Senator Liedtke:

Pass.

Senator Nelsen:
I would speak against the amendment,
because I believe departments need some flexibility.
I
would like to see an amendment to provide for the amounts
and criteria to brought to the Senate for approval prior to
being given out.
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Senator Ken Strand:
There is another way of looking at
this.
It looks like there is a lot of support for 100/0;
and for 80/20.
I am leaning toward going against the
Zeidenstein amendment with the possibility of a
new
amendment for 90/10.
Senator Johnson:
It is my understanding that this figure
was a compromise.
Eighty percent was a total guarantee of
non-appropriated funds.
I think the consensus was that we
gave up a little, but we gained some.
There are years when
there are appropriated funds when there are no reallocated
funds.
XXV-69
Senator White:

I move the question.

(Second, Hesse)

Motion carried on a voice vote.
(XXV-68)
Roll call vote on Zeidenstein (Walker) amendment failed:
36 no; 9 yes; one abstention.
XXV-70
Senator Nelsen:
I would like to move
amendment to change the percentages to 95/5%

the

following

"The funds so designated shall consist, at a minimum,
of the continuing contract faculty's proportionate
share of the percentage increase which shall be never
less than 95% of the personal service funds
appropriated by the State legislature for that year nor
less than 95% of any funds from other sources for
purpose of salary increase.
95% be distributed through ASPT and 5% outside with the
provision that in such rare circumstances the Provost
may exceed the percentage cap by presenting a formal
request and justification to the Academic Senate for
approval prior to the implementation of any such plan
and that no distributions will be made unless the plan
is approved by the Academic Senate.
(Second, McCune.)
Senator Nelsen:
Rationale:
There are events~ such as
retirements, unfilled positions, etc. which require a degree
of
flexibility
in
order
to
be
addressed
by
the
administration.
When more routine areas such as salary
compression or University wide equity need to be addressed
there is sufficient time to consult the Academic Senate for
approval of a plan.
Additionally there should be a
provision requiring that the results of such a plan be made
public in general statistical terms.
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Senator Hesse:
I would like to speak against this
amendment.
I think that the Faculty Affairs Committee
created
sufficient
equity
sources
to
address
equity
purposes.
I think 5% is likely to be insufficient, and
certainly is not in line with the feedback that the
committee solicited for this program.
Having the Senate
consider it each year would result each year in the same
kind of go around that we are having here tonight
Senator Ken Strand:
I would oppose this amendment.
I
opposed the 90% figure, and felt that 80% was more of a
compromise.
Senator Newgren:
I oppose this amendment.
The committee
said that the majority of feedback from departments wanted
80%.
I think we should go with that percentage.
Senator Jerich:
I would also oppose the amendment.
would support a 90/10 split.

I

Senator Johnson:
I appreciate what Senator Nelsen is
trying to do, but I think the mechanical process of trying
to justify it each year would be impossible.
We might find
ourselves having to meet three times in July.
It is a good
idea, but not feasible.
Senator Amster: I am confused as to why you think we need a
compromise. Why can't we use the money like it is initially
proposed?
Senator Thomas:
You mentioned a poll of faculty.
I would
remind senators that you have in your packet this evening a
copy of the resolution passed at a general faculty meeting
in November that represents faculty members:
"It is therefore moved that: Presently proposed
changes that would allow the ISU President and
Provost to use 20% of appropriated and reallocated
salary funds at their own discretion and apart from
the procedures and specific criteria established in
ASPT Guidelines, that this be rejected and that the
Academic Senate be advised similarly to reject this
proposal."
Senator David Strand :
The vote on the item 'w ich you
referred was fifty in favor of the motion, 38 against.
Fifty faculty members who voted in favor of the motion at
the faculty meeting constitute 6.5% of the faculty who
receive raises under the ASPT system during a year.
voice vote on Nelsen (McCune) amendment failed.
XXV-71
Senator White:
Barker)

I

move

the

previous
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question.

(Second,

Roll call vote on motion to move the
passed 35 yes; 9 no; one abstention.

previous

question

(XXV-67)
Vote on Changes on Page Nine carried.
Senate recessed for ten minutes.
Page Ten - X. B. 4

(ASPT - Page 16)

Each DFSC will conduct annual performance evaluations
of each faculty member subject to the ASPT system
assigned to that department, exclusive of members of
the DFSC.
a.

During the annual performance review the DFSC
shall normally consider the activities performed
(or those reaching culmination) during the
calendar year being evaluated. Under no circumstances shall the DFSC reward activities performed
more than three years prior to the current evaluation year.

b.

Each faculty member will be given a rating of
either "exceptional merit," "high merit,"
"merit," or "insufficient merit."
Except
in rare circumstances, no more than 20% of a
department's faculty should be ranked in the
"exceptional merit" category nor should more
than 20% be recognized as worthy of "high merit."
In such rare circumstances, a DFSC may exceed
the percentage caps for exceptional and high
merit by presenting a formal request and
justification to the CFSC. Requests must be
approved by both the CFSC and the Provost.

c.

On a yearly basis and as part of the decisions
made regarding the conduct of DFSC matters, each
department will determine, by secret ballot, how
DFSC matters, each department will determine, by
secret ballot, how DFSC members are to be
evaluated on their performance and, where
relevant, promotion and tenure:
(1) by ~ he
Department Chairperson only, or (2) by the peer
members of the DFSC, including the Department
Chairperson as a committee member; each member
shall be absent during his/her evaluation.

d.

Concurrently, the DFSC shall conduct evaluations
of faculty members who are eligible for promotions
and tenure.
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XXV-72
Senator Parr:
I would like to move an amendment to
Paragraph b:
"Change exceptional to highest and delete the
end of the paragraph beginning with the word, except."
(Second, Ken Strand)

Senator Schroeer: I certainly have no strong feelings about
whether we call it exceptional or highest merit.
My
preference would probably be to leave it the way it is.
I
would argue against dropping the rest of the paragraph.
I
think that exceptional merit should be limited, otherwise it
loses its meaning.
Senator Insel:
I would like to speak in favor of the
amendment.
I do think the percentage caps should be
determined by the department.
The departments should also
set up policies about criteria.
Senator Ritch:
I would ask the Chair that we consider
these item, by item.
We seem to be focusing on Item B.
I
will vote against the amendment for two reasons.
I am
against four categories, but for caps.
Senator Cook:
My department looked at section B. and noted
that this is proposing a change in philosophy for merit
ratings, that it is proposing that departments operate on a
competitive
basis
inside
the
department,
with
the
individuals competing against each other for a limited
number of openings in the two higher categories.
Whereas,
the 6urrent policy says that a department and its college
will set criteria to be met, and those people who meet the
criteria will be assigned a particular rating.
My
department would be willing to compromise by having a cap on
the top category, but is strongly opposed to having a cap on
the middle category.
They would much prefer, however, that
we retain a criterion based system where people know what
they should aspire to, but are not encouraged to fight
against each other for a limited number of bonuses.
Senator Liedtke:

Could we vote just on section B?

Senator Razaki:

Yes.

Senator Liedtke: I would like to speak in favor o ~ the Parr
amendment.
Departments and colleges should establish
criteria to be appropriate, so that faculty are competing
against the criteria, and not against each other.
Senator White: I would like to speak against the amendment.
We had data provided for us by the committee.
If we are to
evaluate the faculty at this university, I think the ratings
should mean something and there should be some more rigor
involved.
It seems to me that it is insufficient for a
department to do this.
Especially, in a situation where
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from department to department there is no commonal i ty
criteria about what is eXceptional, etc

in

senator Nelsen:
I think the data shows that a majority of
the departments are doing their jobs. The failure is on the
part of the CFSC in establishing criteria and guidelines
which enables this problem.
Also, I would vote against the
amendment because I would no more I ike to see caps placed
here than I would like to see caps on any other evaluative
process, such as grading the students.
It would be like
saying, regardless of the criteria, I will only allow so
many of the students to receive A's.
The idea of
externally putting rigor on is not good.
Senator Liedtke:
I am aware of a case of one department
which has very high exceptional merit, but I also happen to
know that they have a very high level of scholarly
productivity required of their faculty members -- at least
three journal articles per year -- to which all faculty
members must be aspiring and achieving.
So, if there is a
problem, it is with the CFSC document which is not high
enough.
Or, faculty members within a department must not
be rating their own faculty members correctly, if everyone
is receiving exceptional merit.
I think the criteria
within the college and department are the places to do this.
Senator Walker:
The Department of Agriculture has
discussed this change at length.
For the same reason that
Senators Insel, Liedtke, and Cook expressed very well, I
would also support this amendment.
One thing that I can
add that they have not touched on is if a small department,
say with ten faculty or less, now have a very small number
that are eligible for the highest category.
What the
younger faculty members have expressed to us is very true.
If you have a department with three or four senior faculty
members that are indeed celebrated in their productivity, it
is very discouraging to young faculty members to try to do
that and succeed.
They will not make the highest category
for a long time.
It is discouraging to them.
Making it
purely competitive, against faculty, rather than against
criteria, is a mistake.
On behalf of the Agriculture
faculty, I will argue for the amendment.
Senator Williams:
I have different concern, as ~ whether
there is some cap on the number of people in high merit and
exceptional merit categories.
The rigidity of this 20% cap
places unnecessary burdens on DFSC's and CFSC's.
Senator Razaki:
One of the
there should be a significant
If you have 70% to 80% of the
rating, how will you give
dollars?
The URC divided

reasons for the caps was that
monetary value on the ratings.
faculty in a department in one
anyone a fair share of the
their number in half so that
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exceptional merit would get half and high merit would get
half.
senator Stearns:
I would like to speak on behalf of the
faculty in my college.
No faculty member in the college of
education supports the idea of caps.
They felt that this
would be destructive.
There was less expression on the
four categories, much less than the opposition to the caps.
Senator Insel:
Another point about the differences between
departments and exceptional merit ratings is that now the
university has a committee through the PQP process trying to
identify highly meritorious departments.
Since the
uni versi ty admits that there are departments that are of
higher merit than others, it should not be unusual that a
greater proportion of faculty members are exceptional and
deserve an exceptional merit rating.
Senator Winchip:
I would like to speak in support of the
amendment.
Of the twenty-seven units that responded to the
exceptional merit cap question, there were 8 yes's;
12
no's, and 7 yes's with conditions.
Very few conditions
have been met.
Three of the departments objected to
percentages.
One department said limit exceptional if the
number of faculty in this category reached 50%.
Another
department said caps should apply on a five year average.
32% cap was preferred over a 25%.
One department said the
percent should range over 20% to 30%, rath er than a fixed
20%.
In addition to that four departments who opposed the
cap said that the cap on exceptional merit changes the
criteria reference to merit.
Provost David Strand:
As you debate this amendment from
the floor, I would indicate that the reason the University
Review Committee amendment is before you tonight is that the
ideal would be to monitor this at the department and college
level.
History says it has not been monitored at the
department and college level.
Therefore, we question
whether
or
not
there
would
be
problems
with
the
reaffirmation of the importance of departments and colleges
to do this again.
I would also like to reference later on
page twelve, Item 3, of our amendments, the part that is
being dropped reads:
"For each 1% of the faculty placed in
the exceptional merit category, a minimum of 0.25% of the
salary increase monies must be allocated to exceptional
merit awards."
The Senate voted several years ago to make
sure that exceptional merit had some monetary value. If you
pass the amendment from the floor, my perspective would be
to examine carefully what is on page 12, because it is
possible that a higher percentage of people in the
exceptional merit and high merit categories would very well
become meaningless financially.
Senator Hesse:

Pass.
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senator White:
Earlier we were told that faculty are
capable of making the kinds of decisions that result in
exceptional faculty being rewarded.
But, now you cite a
situation in which exceptional faculty turns out to be 80%
of the total number in the department.
So, in that
situation $5 is taken out of one pocket to award exceptional
merit.
The same five dollars is put back into the same
pocket.
That is not the way to reward exceptional faculty.
That is the way of making sure that everyone gets some.
If
we want a way to reward exceptional merit, then this
document has to have some teeth.
Senator Ritch:
I agree with Senator
this. amendment passes and we have four
caps and no criteria, that a whole lot
are going to feel good, but it isn't
much.

White.
I think if
categories, and no
of faculty members
going to mean very

Senator Hesse:
The reward of faculty seems to be important
to the Board of Regents and the Illinois Board of Higher
Education.
It is important to have a frequent evaluation
of our faculty and a good reward system.
When we regularly
have departments that have everyone significantly above
average or -exceptional, it seems spurious to anyone who is
evaluating faculty.
For that reason, I am against the
amendment.
Senator Nelsen:
I am in favor of the amendment.
This is
not a real set of circumstances.
Our department is lower
than any of the others on this chart in exceptional merit.
The rating system does not encourage people to apply for
tenure.
We also look at these numbers and see that we have
done a good job of eliminating people who are at the low end
of the scale.
We have not rewarded a great number of
people.
Senator Liedtke:
It is part of the hiring process to hire
the best and most outstanding members of our profession
throughout the academic community.
If we then try to
target and hire the best possible people, how can we not
accept the fact that some departments have the best people
in the country, and therefore be exceptional.
(XXV-72)
Parr amendment to section b.,
strike exceptional and
sUbstitutes "highest," and eliminates the rest of the
paragraph beginning "Except in rare circumstances ...... "

Roll call vote carried:

22 yes;

XXV-73
Senator Zeidenstein:
I move
paragraph a.
(Second, Insel)
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21 no; one abstention.

that

we

delete

the

entire

Senator Zeidenstein:
Generally, this is just another way
of micromanaging what departments are able to do.
More
specifically, you preclude the ability for departments to
use cumulative point totals over the years if they choose
to.
One department that I know very well does this, and
does not have a very high percentage of high merit.
Some
departments may not be willing to change the way they do
things.
I say strike a.
Senator Nelsen:
I am in favor of striking that paragraph.
I think it is important to eliminate the three year
limitation because it puts junior faculty and others who are
coming into the system at a disadvantage.
There is no need
to carryover activities from one year to the next, the
accomplishment should be rewarded the year that it takes
place. Multi-year rewards negate the accomplishments.
Senator Zeidenstein:
It is authorized under the existing
document.
Removing this will revert back to the existing
ASPT document.
It is not precluded.
Senator
Liedtke:
I
will
speak
against
Senator
Zeidenstein's amendment, but will suggest another one later.
James Reid, URC:
Another call was for people who are now
in the system to have an annual performance evaluation. The
other was to take care of ambiguity in the present document.
It says:
during the calendar year being evaluated.
Some
departments interpret this as meaning "every year," other
departments interpret it an "only during that year."
Some
departments say it can only cover one year; while others say
it can never cover more than one year.
We are trying to
make it clear that it just covers one year.
Senator Zeidenstein:
As long as ambiguity does now allow
bad things to happen, a little ambiguity is a healthy thing.
Interpretation of different departments does not sound like
it is necessarily harmful.
This clearly compels one point
of view, whereas without it, there would be freedom or
flexibility.
As far as removing the carryover because it
deters new faculty members, it seems to me that new faculty
members are being hired at quite high prevailing market
prices.
If it weren't indeed the fact that afte~ four or
five years, old faculty have to be given equity adjustments
to catch up with recent faculty, there would be less of a
need for more equity.
I don't think we are putting too
much on new faculty members.
They come in at a pretty high
market price.
Senator Amster:
A cumulative average is used in the Art
Department.
Sometimes they need that extra year.
They
might be borderline, but need the recognition until their
work comes to CUlmination.
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senator Ritch:
The College of Fine Arts has long used
cumulative rewards to help offset salary compression of old
faculty to bring them up to the level of new hires.
senator Nelsen:
I appreciate the fact that new faculty are
hired at higher salaries.
That is why the equity
provisions are here.
We are now dealing with the merit
evaluation performance.
I
think that the
"annual
performance review" is the key word here.
Senator Razaki:
In departments where there are a great
number of people in the highest merit category, ISU must be
a pretty exceptional campus.
Roll call vote on Zeidenstein/Insel amendment to strike
paragraph a, page 10.
9 yes;
32 no; one abstention.
failed.
XXV-74
Senator Liedtke: Under Item a., strike the word "normally,"
in the first sentence; and strike the last sentence:
"Under
no circumstances shall the DFSC reward activities performed
more than three years prior to the current evaluation year."
(Second, Nelsen)
Senator Liedtke:
This is an annual evaluation, and
therefore, those things that cUlminate within that year
could be part of the evaluation.
Carry-over systems put
new faculty under a disadvantage.
To elevate the number of
people who qualify for exceptional merit might be allowed
here.
Senator Insel:
I would like to speak against this
amendment.
Different department faculty view scholarly
productivity in different ways.
For instance,
the
Philosophy Department is different than life sciences.
opportunities and the level of research required differ.
Some departments need cumulative years.
I think it should
be left up to the departments.
Senator Stearns:
I would like to speak against the motion.
Faculty
from other departments
and
colleges work at
different levels.
Many faculty work under cir . mstances
where cumulative evaluations are important.
This would be
a disadvantage to new faculty.
Our department chair
recently announced that departmental resources would go to
develop new faculty.
This would give the new faculty
members an advantage over the old ones.
Senator Razaki:
I would support the motion.
A faculty
member could have received insufficient merit for ten years
and in fifteen years could have enough points to get
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exceptional merit.
In some
product takes a number of yearS.

departments

the

finished

Senator Borg:
I would like to speak against the amendment
for this reason.
We are talking about the possibility of
an accumulative evaluation.
I do not equate that with
production related points, because there are departments
that do not use points.
Different kinds of activities can
be evaluated on a cumulative, evaluative basis.
Senator Liedtke:
Isn't that the purpose of the evaluation
that they receive as part of their tenure track evaluation
in the department?
Senator Borg:

That is correct.

Senator Johnson:
I object to the amendment.
I think we
should allow three or four years for accumulation of
recogni tion.
A lot of work takes more than one year to
create.
A lot of DFSC's are very reluctant to accept and
reward "it is in progress -- it's in the editor's hands."
On the other hand, once that major article appears in print
in a major journal, it is very comfortable to give a second
or third year credit, recognizing the accomplishment.
Senator Liedtke:
The reason why I want it to be annual is
so that you reward the person when the work comes to
fruition.
So, if you submitted your article, and it takes
three years to be published, the year it is published is the
year that you receive credit for it.
That makes it fair
for everyone.
It would be counted in your annual
evaluation.
Senator Insel:
In my department, if you publish an article
or a significant paper in a year, you get credit for it. If
you have articles two or three years in a row, you get
cumulative credit for them.
Senator Williams:
I would like to speak against the
amendment.
I find it hard to believe that a department has
criteria of three publications per year.
If a faculty
member published three articles one year, but did not
publish anything for the consecutive two years, .. . ..
It
makes no sense whatsoever.
Senator Nelsen:
I would support the amendment.
The
criteria made up by departments about how articles are to be
published and how it will be evaluated during the year is
negated a bit because the departments can adjust their
criteria to allow for departments that have clear publishing
capabilities like a department that requires three journal
articles.
So the question of carryover points to adjust
for differentials between departments is not necessarily
valid.
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senator Hesse:
I like the wording:
"the DFSC shall
normally consider the activities performed or ~hose. reaching
culmination."
I like the fact that there 1S glven some
flexibility.
I think this allows for both flexibility to
departments and also normalcy.
senator Manns:
What about
qualitative and quantitative
compensated for that?
Senator Nelsen:
Yes.
their own criteria.

departments
studies?

that
Will

do both
they be

Because departments would establish

Senator Walker:
The Department of Agriculture faculty have
discussed this issue at some length.
Their feeling is that
the word "normally" gives the spirit of a single year
evaluation.
They feel that the second sentence which you
are proposing to strike, puts some limits on what the
current guidelines allow to be any number of years. This is
better than what the current guidelines say, but it does
allow for what Senator Williams suggested.
A faculty
member who gets two publications one year is not necessarily
better than someone who gets one a year for consistency over
time.
For those reasons, they felt the current wording was
very appropriate.
Senator Schroeer:
well.

Senator Hesse reflected , my feelings very

XXV-75
Senator White:
I move the previous question.
Barker)
Motion carried on voice vote.

(Second,

(XXV-74)
Liedtke Amendment failed on a voice vote.
XXV-76
Senator White moved to restore B. in its entirety.
Ruled out of order.
Vote on Page Ten, as amended carried on a voice vote.
XXV-77
I move to reconsider item b. to be restored
Senator White:
in its entirety.
(Second,
Parliamentarian Cohen:
A vote to reconsider would be
considered dilatory at this point.
It would have to take
place at another meeting,
and the person moving to
reconsider would have had to have voted on the prevailing
side on the amendment.
The history of this body for more
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than twenty years has been that you cannot reconsider an
amendment at the same meeting that you voted upon it.
Page Eleven, X. B. 8.

(ASPT - Page 17)

"Each DFSC shall advise faculty members annually of the
results of any appraisal, as called for in V. C. of
this document.
written results shall be sent to the
College Dean."
XXV-78
Senator Walker:

I call the question.

Motion carried on a voice vote.
Page Twelve and Thirteen, X. B. 10 "a.

b.

(ASPT - Page 17)

Salary increases will be allocated on the basis of
insufficient merit, merit, high merit, and highest
merit.
Each year, after the DFSC makes its performance
evaluations, the individual salary increase of
each faculty member shall be based on the
following four considerations:
1.

Ninety percent (90%) of all available monies
(after consideration of V. F. 1.) will be
divided among members of departmental faculty
who receive an evaluation of "merit" or
above. No salary increment shall be provided
to individuals who receive insufficient
performance ratings.

2.

The "merit" increment must be distributed as
a percentage of the individual's base salary.
The same percentage must be applied to all
these individuals, regardless of rank or
contract (tenure or probationary tenure) .

3.

The remaining ten per -cent (10%) of the
available departmental ASPT funds will be
divided among those faculty ranked either
"highest merit" or "high merit." Facu lty
rated "highest merit" shall receive 7/3 of
the amount awarded faculty receiving "high
merit".
If a department places no one in the
highest merit category and/or in the high
merit category, the dollars allocated to that
category (categories) will revert to the
merit category.
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4.

Those monies reserved for either "highest" or
"high" merit must be distributed on an
absolute dollar basis and must be added to
the "merit" increase received by the faculty
member. All those in either the "highest
merit" or "high merit" categories must
receive the same dollar amounts for those
respective ratings regardless of rank or base
salary."

senator Walker:
I have a question for Provost Strand .
Since we have amended the document, if we leave the o ld
wording and allow it to occur in each of the top four
categories
is that going to be a different approach fr om
what is there?
Can you explain the relationship between
those two.
Provost Strand: The wording in B. 3. is currently stricken
or deleted, then you would have to revisit other parts 0 f
this section because B. was 90% of the monies available, a nd
could be affected.
Senator Insel:
One of the things that concerns me about
taking a
percentage of
the
faculty
pay
raises
and
distributing it to the two top categories, is that in years
when there is a small amount of money available for facult y
pay raises, members of these two top categories will recei v e
very little of the compensation.
For example, if my paper
was to be published, I might delay until next year, so that
I could receive credit in a more favorable year. This is in
contrast to what we currently have.
Senator Stearns:
Just in terms of Professor Insel ' s
calculations that 50% of the faculty in a department would
be in the two highest merit categories; using 12% of the
salary money for the two highest categories, I think onl y
10% of the department funds can go for this.
Senator Schroeer: There has been a problem in the past with
very little money being available for salary increases and
thus for Exceptional Merit increments.
In our Department
(Physics)
that
was
handled
by
Departmental
equit y
adjustments in a later year when funds were availa~ e .
Senator Zeidenstein:
I have a question for the Chair of
the Faculty Affairs Committee, Dr . Razaki:
"Why did you
change the 70%/30% in the version we received two weeks ago
to 7/3's of the amount awarded?
It seems less clear than
the original.
Senator Razaki:
Wi th the 20% caps, on highest and high
merit, there was a possibility that 20% would be distributed
between four faculty members who received highest merit.
In
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that case, one person with high merit would end up with more
money than the four people in highest merit.
We used that
ratio so that the number of people would be more fair.
Senator Parr:
I think what is not clear here, is that
those faculty rated highest merit
do you mean those
faculty as a whole or each one of them?
XXV-79
Senator Williams:
faculty member."

Under b.

3, change the wording to "each

Amendment accepted as friendly.
Senator Johnson:
One department chair raised a question
about only having 10% for highest merit and high merit.
He
fel t
that wasted
the
DFSC' s
time
to
calculate
the
distribution of the money.
Vote on pages twelve and thirteen carried on a voice vote.
Page fourteen - X. B. 11 (ASPT - Page 18)
"Each year, after the salary increase process is
complete, the departmental chairperson shall provide
to each faculty member:
a.

b.

the criteria used for all comp,onents of the salary
incrementation process; highest merit, high merit,
merit, promotion, administrative adjustment,
equity adjustment.
the amount of salary incrementation dollars
awarded to each component.

Vote on Page Fourteen carried on a voice vote.
Page Fifteen - X. C (ASPT - Page 15)
"Personal service funds, other than the salary increase
funds defined in X. A. 1., maybe utilized as
supplemental salary increases for individual faculty
members covered by the ASPT system.
The Dean with
prior approval of the affected department's DFS C, shall
recommend such salary increases to the Provost."
Motion on page fifteen carried on a voice vote.
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2.

Academic Affairs committee Presentation of University
studies Review committee Revised proposal for General
Education

xxv-so

senator
moved:

Paul

Walker

for

the

Academic

Affairs

committee

"Per my letter of February 1, 1994, to
Academic Senators and other Members of the
University Community regarding a Recommendation
to Endorse a Change in the University Studies
Program and to Approve Implementation of the
Piloting of a New General Education Program,
Attached to this narrative is the revised
University studies proposal and recommendation
for implementation.
In accordance with the
charge received from the Executive Committee of
the Academic Senate, the Academic Affairs Comm.
unanimously recommends that the Academic Senate:

•

1.

Endorse the need to change the existing
University Studies Program,

2.

Approve the implementation process which
includes a pilot of the proposed General
Education Program, and

3.

Upon conclusion of the piloting period,
approve, modify or reject the proposed
General Education program."

Second, Senator Borg.
XXV-S1
Senator Barker:
I move to postpone consideration of this
item until the next Senate meeting.
(Second, Insel)

Parliamentarian Cohen:
That
requires a simple majority.

motion

Senator Shaya:
anything?

without

Will

we

vote

is
any

debatable,
amendments

and
or

~

Parliamentarian Cohen:
If the item was postponed, it would
be on the Agenda for the next Senate Meeting as the first
action item.
Senator Hesse: I object to the motion to postpone. Several
students have stuck it out through two very lengthy
meetings, and they deserve to get it out of the way.
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senator Ritch:
I would like to ask Senator Walker what the
consequences of postponement might be?
Senator Walker:
This Senate has only one meeting left. If
there are items that arise tonight that need further
consideration, by doing our discussion tonight, we would
have time to do that.
If we run into those types of
problems at the next meeting, we have no more meetings left
without calling a special meeting of the Academic Senate.
We need to begin our debate this evening. In case there are
questions that do arise that we could answer by the next
meeting.
Senator Rosenthal:
I would like to speak in favor of the
motion for postponement.
I think we would be voting
fatigued.
This evening we received at our places some
revisions. We have not had time to consider these. I think
a vote would be premature.
Senator Zeidenstein:
The next scheduled meeting is not
until March 23rd.
Another possibility would be to schedule
a meeting on March 1st or March 9th.
That would give the
committee two and one half weeks to work before the last
meeting.
Chairperson Schmaltz:
ISU on March 9th.
Senator Manns:
this tonight.

The Board of Regents is meeting at

I think it important to stay and vote on

Senator Barker withdrew his motion.
not agree to withdrawal.

Seconder,

Insel,

did

Senator Walker:
We revised the proposal somewhat after the
Information discussion.
I.

General Education Program Document:
Page 3
(Added to the diagram as a footnote\
for Category 7)
Page 8
(Added after prerequisites for. anguage
in Context)
"For courses in which the desirability
is simUltaneous rather than subsequent
presentation with 1, 2, and 3
(Foundations, Language and Composition;
Language and Communication)can be
demonstrated, Co-requisite status may be
granted."
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II.

Pilot Document:
Spring 1995
"Implementation committee begins determining where and how Advanced Placement
credit may appropriately fit the course
categories."

senator Stearns:
Could we have a special meeting of the
Senate on March 2?
Parliamentarian Cohen:
call. a special meeting.
Senator Schroeer:
meeting?

Yes.

The Executive Committee can

Can we set a specific date for the next

Parliamentarian Cohen:
Academic Senate Meetings are set up
on a calendar.
Special meetings a~e called by the
Executive Committee or by request of ten faculty senators.
Postponing consideration means the item will be considered
at the next regular Academic Senate Meeting.

•

XXV-82
Senator Shaya:
I call the question .
Motion carried on a voice vote.

i

Roll call vote on Barker/lnsel Motion to Postpone Action on
this Item failed: 15 yes; 28 no; and 1 abstention.
Senator Walker:
I would direct your attention to the
changes that the Academic Affairs committee furnished at
your places this evening.
On Page 3, added to the diagram as a footnote,
Language and Context to be co-requisites.

that allows

That has also been added to Page 8.
In the pilot Document, Spring 1995, there
regarding the Advanced Placement credit.

is

a

change

Regarding the Constitution Exam, it is currently required as
a requirement for Graduation.
The Academic Affairs
Committee has already charged the University . curriculum
Committee and has requested the Academic Standards Committee
consider this issue, Requirement #8 for Graduation, the
Constitution Exam, regardless of whether this program goes
forward or not, in light of the fact that the Constitution
Exam is no longer mandated by the State of Illinois for
college graduation.
That was signed this last summer by
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Governor Edgar.
We have consulted with the College of
Ed ucation regarding this requirement to teacher education.
the Council for Teacher Education suggests that teacher
education majors have a course in Political Science or u.s.
History to meet their obligations.
We are asking the Univ.
Curriculum Committee how those things can be worked out. If
they were passing a new program, those issues would be
addressed accordingly in implementation.
They need to be
addressed anyway, regarding the current university studies
program.
Debate on the University Studies Program:
Senator Zeidenstein:
Are we voting on items 1, 2, and 3,
of your letter of February 1, 1994?
Senator Walker:

Items 1, 2, and 3, yes.

Senator Zeidenstein:
On Item #1, we are endorsing the need
to change the existing University Studies Program.
There
has not been one iota of data brought before this Senate or
even one judgment, one value, one conclusion, one specific
criticism of the existing University Studies Program.
We
are being asked to endorse the need to change the existing
University Studies Program -- why?
Senator Walker:
Senator Zeidenstein is not correct. When
the first proposal came forward from the committee, there
was a justification for a new program in there.
That
information has been presented,
and all the senators
received that information.
It was distributed to all the
faculty on campus.
There was ample justification as to why
a new program was necessary.
Senator Hesse:
The charge to the USRC was to develop a
philosophy and goals for a University Studies Program.
The
new philosophy was adopted by the Academic Senate, as were
the objectives.
The USRC was fulfilling these goals that
the Senate approved. The current University Studies Program
does not meet this need.
Senator Schroeer: I would like to applaud the committee for
trying so hard to consider everyone's needs.
I am willing
to endorse a pilot program.
The Physics Departme t looked
at this and have no particular problems.
Under the present
program Physics majors have to take 30 hours of physics.
The stUdents will come out ahead
I still have questions
whether the faculty can reasonably teach these courses; and
whether our stUdents get as well-rounded an education as
they should.
Is there enough basic material?
I am
concerned about the outer core course distribution. I would
rather see differences in a particular discipline.
We need
to have more teaching of history, literature, fine arts, and
foreign languages and have less discussion until the end
36
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when you have something to discuss.
I have doubts that the
students will be able to do this.
Can the faculty members
teach this?
If we have 5, 000 freshmen, we will need 200
sections, and approximately 65 faculty members just to teach
the first semester. I need some indication that this number
of faculty could be made available.
senator Walker: The purpose of the pilot program is to test
this.
We are not voting on the entire University studies
program tonight, we are voting on a pilot program.
The
pilot program would give us that information. The number of
freshmen
is much lower than the figure you quoted.
Interdisciplinary classes can occur.
It cuts across
disciplines.
We do have sUbstantial content in the outer
core and will be able to teach meaty courses.
You probably
need to read the philosophy statement again.
Senator Williams:
The questions some people are asking
refer to their own experience in a general education
program.
This is not just the College of Arts and
sciences.
If they wish, their college can have their own
set of graduation requirements which include a wide range
of disciplines.
As for Foreign Language requirements, this
is a College of Arts and Sciences issue not a university
issue.

•

Senator Shaya:
I would like to remind Senators that we are
voting on a pilot program which will lead us to more data.
Senator Liedtke:
Can the courses proposed actually be
developed?
What are the criteria on which the pilot
program will be evaluated?
It needs to include both
quantitative
and
qualitative
questions.
We
have
consistently asked for dollar amounts for this program, and
all we have gotten is a pilot study instead of answers.
We
need something beyond this proposal.
Senator Hesse:

That would be counter productive.

Senator Liedtke:
We
without having data.
Senator Walker:
is developed.

should

not

go

into

a

pilot

study

Hard data will be generated as the program
~

Senator Liedtke:
So we are going to get data that we have
been asking for all along -- three years from now.
Senator Ken Strand:
This is a dynamic
process. I see a
number of very important questions.
We have faculty in
this room who are qualified to do this type of study.
What
will be done in the pilot study?

'.
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senator Insel:
The whole underlying viewpoint of this
program is wrong.
It is inherent in the language of the
program that there is a reversal of method over content.
For example, on page ten, Knowing in the Disciplines, it is
proposed that first the students become wise, and then they
use their wisdom to learn -- going from the general to the
specific.
The two mathematically oriented course objectives or
outlines, Math Literacy and Quantitative Reasoning, were
wri tten without consulting the mathematics faculty in any
meaningful way.
There have never been any quanti tati ve
oriented members of the committee to develop the proposed
program.
As experts in mathematics, we view the course descriptions
as convoluted, obscure, and in some places, just plain
meaningless.
The Mathematical Association of America has
done a great deal of study on this.
The lack of validity
and construction of this document would be embarrassing to
our Math Department if this document got out to other
faculty at other Universities.
senator Walker:
People from the Math Department were
consulted.
We invited a member of the faculty in Math to
attend meetings and met with the acting chair of the Math
Department, Mike Plantholt.
Our understanding was that he
met with faculty and made recommendations to the committee
regarding Math Literacy and Quantitative Re a soning.
Senator Insel:
Dr. Mike Planthol t had some communication
between Math and the committee.
However, no one in Math
ever proof-read the actual writing of the material ~
A lot
of it doesn't make any sense.
No one from any of the hard
sciences was on the committee, like Physics and Chemistry.
Senator Walker:
Two or three of the committee members do
have a quantitative background.
Senator Williams:
In
reference to Senator
Insel' s
suggestions that students have to begin with content
knowledge and move on, from the general to the specific.
students come to us at age 18-20 or 25-30.
They are not
empty vessels.
There is the notion that you can go into a
class and accept assertions, but it is not necessa rily the
way to approach this.
There is no sure method.
This is a
process.
This is the introduction, not the final
production.
senator Nelsen:
I am in favor of the proposal.
I have had
my
doubts
about
the
obj ecti ves,
and
I
think
the
implementation committee will have its job cut out for it.
However, I am in favor of the pilot study.
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President Wallace: A number of people have talked about not
enough basic material.
Some faculty members view general
education as mini-courses.
We are in the business of
training minds to use content, not requiring a large amount
of content.
We are teaching people how to think.
We are
told by specialists that having a class size of 25 has
better learning than a class of fifty, a hundred, or even a
thousand.
Comments about assessment are appropriate.
We
need to be charging the implementation committee with the
role of assessment.
Does this model make General Education
a little better? We need to stick to that kind of concern.
Senator Ritch:
My colleagues in theatre have reviewed this
proposal.
It was our consensus that it is workable for a
B. S. candidate, but what about a program for the B. A.
candidate? It should be a good enrollment management factor
for the department of theatre, because with the Math and
Science program, a number of fine arts students in theatre
would go elsewhere.
We don't want all the answers, but
would
feel
more comfortable wi th more
language
and
literature.
I think we should go ahead with the pilot
study and charge the Senate with looking into a program that
a B. A. Student will benefit from.

•

Senator Manns:
I would question your enrollment management
comments.
I thought the program was designed to challen ge
our students .
Senator Ritch:
It is a matter of the overwhelming number
of hours a student would have to take.
Senator Manns:
(unintelligible) Methodology -- triangulate
this
quantitative/qualitative
plus test · on this
study.
Senator Williams:
There could be any number of methods of
assessment:
multi-method;
mUlti-test;
comparison and
dynamics process, etc.
I don't see any serious problems.
It would be a small hypothesis.
Senator Liedtke:
concerns.

The

purpose

doesn't

address

student's

Senator Walker:
The purpose is not to measure :::, utcomes.
We will not have piloted the entire program in the two year
study.
We will see the outcomes of student's abilities
only after the entire program has had an opportunity to be
offered in full for a period of years.

•

Senator Liedtke: In the proposal, you very carefully listed
the goals for each course.
How will we as senators know
that stUdents have achieved these goals?

39

senator Hesse:
As faculty teach courses and students pass
them.
What can we compare it with now?
The emphasis is
shifted to faculty.
Dr. Alan Dillingham:
Value added assessments of general
education programs have not been done.
Further, the pilot
program is not the complete proposed general education
program.
We can review syllabi, exams and student reaction
and compare that to patterns observed in the current
program.
Senator Liedtke:
that.

I suggest that we say we are going to do

Senator Wallace:
I am not sure that you are talking about
outcomes that can be measured to assess new goals or better.
Senator Walker:
Regarding program assessment, it is
detailed on the bottom of page 17.
In the fall of 1995,
the results will be compiled and brought back to the Senate.
Senator Liedtke:
Then you are promising that we will get
this information three years from now?
Senator Zeidenstein:
In the Spring of 1997, the Senate
will make a decision.
In the meantime, stipends, course
development, supervisory personnel, an entirely separate
general education coordinating committee, ~tc. the momentum
of all this reflects many vested interests.
I would be
willing to predict that in 1997 we will have such a
juggernaut, there will be no way of stopping it even if we
want to.
On page 15, under the proposed administrative
structure and responsibilities, you list a General Education
Coordinating Committee. I can foresee potential problems of
academic freedom living within this program.
Live or not
live within the same University.

,

Senator Wallace:
Courses teach people how to think.
Emphases tell people what they are supposed to think about .
I would vote no.
Senator Walker: The integrity of the program and philosophy
and obj ecti ves will be tested in the pilot study.
The
Senate will see if the program meets its own criter1 a .
Senator Shaya:
All we are voting on this evening is
whether to give the pilot program a chance.
Academia
should encourage everyone to give the program a chance.
Provost Strand: As an external view of the program, Ernest
Boyer, stated it was bold and exciting.
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senator Jerich:
I am in favor of this proposal.
There are
many ways in which we can assess this pilot study.
Ernest
Boyer is a leading faculty mentor.
Senator Ken Strand:
I support this motion.
We encourage
the responsible parties to consider the talent at ISU in
evaluating the pilot study.
I can think of at least fifty
people who are qualified to assess the study.
XXV-S3
senator Barker:

I call the question.

(XXV-SO)
Roll call vote on main motion by Walker (Second, Borg) :
31 yes; 7 no; 3 abstentions.
(Endorsement of General
Education Pilot Program)
r Copy 06 Q,{.nat Gene/tat Edu.c.ation V'l C:.' 1 ~ ; ,
JJ.:, aviU.fubfe .{.n th.e Ac.ademtc. Senate (.':;,' ,', .
COMMITTEE REPORTS
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:
Senator
short meeting following Senate.

•

Walker

announced

a

ADMINISTRATIVE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:
Senator White reported
that his committee had passed the Academic Calendars and was
forwarding them to the Executive Committee for the March 23
Academic Senate Agenda .
BUDGET COMMITTEE:

Senator Nelsen had no report.

FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:

No report.

RULES COMMITTEE:
Senator Johnson announced that the Rules
Commi ttee was working on faculty appointments to externa 1
committees.
Representatives are needed from the College of
Fine Arts for the Faculty Elections Committee; and from the
College of Business for the University curriculum Committee .
STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:
Student Affairs will
short meeting following Senate adjournment.

have

a

MOTION TO ADJOURN

XXV-S4
~
Motion to adjourn by Zeidenstein (Second, Chernicky) carried
on a voice vote. Academic Senate Meeting adjourned at 11:25
p.m.
FOR THE ACADEMIC SENATE
JANET M. COOR, SECRETARY
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2/23 /94

a proposal Cor a new program 01

General Education
at
Illinois State University
The Subcommittee on University Studies offers the following proposal for a new General Education
Program at lllinois State University. The proposal consists of:
1
1. a description and diagram of the program and its components;
2. a series of course descriptions
suggesting content, goals,
specific criteria for course development, and topics;
4
3. general criteria for program guidelines and course development;
13
4. a chart specifying objectives and student outcomes
14
specific to each course category; and
15
5. Statements of how the Committee suggests the
program be administered.
A separate document describes a Pilot Implementation of the Proposed General Education Program.

The Academic Senate on Wednesday, February 23, 1994 approved:
1. an endorsement or the need to change the existing University Studies Program
2. an Implementation process which Includes a pilot of the proposed General Education
Program, and
3. an agreement, upon conclusion of the piloting perJod, to approve, modlf'y, or reject the
proposed General Education Program.

Program Description
General Education at ISU is an integrated program that is designed to provide the undergraduate
student with the kind of knowledge and understanding expected of one who earns a baccalaureate
degree. The program is rooted in ISU's Statement of Philosophy for University Studies and is the
means to allow the Objectives for University Studies al ISU to be fulfilled.
The 45 semester-hour program consists of:
an Inner core of six courses, three courses taken by all undergraduate students and three
courses from two course categories in which the student selects courses from a limited
number of choices;
an outer core of seven course categories in which students select from a limited range of
co~ ;

~

and a capstone seminar.

Consistent with the idea that education is a progressive and cumulative process, it is expected that
the student will take the program in a prescribed order; courses taken in the outer core are taken after
those in the inner core and the captone seminar is taken last The program is also designed so that

certain courses may be taken concurrently, al10wing ideas and knowledge to be developed and
reinforced from course to course. The program is constructed to encourage many perspectives on a
subject or issue. It is designed to challenge student and teacher alike and to provide the best general
academic support for a student's disciplinary focus.

-

e

Course Definitions
I.

Inner Core
A. TIle Foundation course initiates the student's systematic investigation of the nature of
knowing, its methods and purposes, and its realizations in differing disciplinary and cultural

contexts. It offers a basic orientation to intellectual inquiry, articulating a foundation of
academic skills, knowledge, and attitudes to be built upon throughout the baccalaureate
curriculum.
B. Literacy courses focus on the acquisition and practice of specific academic skills: language,
mathematics, and science. Intended to coordinate with the Foundation course, Literacy
courses offer a structured context for developing and exercising abilities and understanding
important to subsequent undergraduate course work.

II. Outer Core
A. Distribution courses are of two varieties. Some (6. Quantitative Reasoning and 7. Language
in Context) provide for the continued development of academic skills applied to a range of
topics and involving a variety of disciplinary perspectives. Others (8. United States Traditions
and 9. Individuals and Civic Life) foster the application of academic skills to traditional
knowledge bases.
B. ABCD-Option Distribution courses give insight into the varied nature of disciplinary
knowledge, allowing both an introduction to disciplinary groups and a more specific
investigation of issues raised in the foundation courses. Four options (Option A, Science,
Mathematics & Technology; Option B, Fine Arts; Option C, Humanities; and Option D, Social
Sciences) each contain a variety of course choices. [As students make choices among these
course categories, they will take one Option A, one Option B, one Option C, and one Option
D.] A student must take at least one course in the outer core which has a non-Western
designation.

III. Capstone
Disciplines. Diversities. & Solutions: A Capstone Seminar provides a summative experience
within General Education, allowing the development and exploration of ideas from a range of
points of view and potentially resulting in a variety of reasoned solutions. Two versions of
the course are:
1. trans-disciplinary (or university-wide) capstone courses, and
2. disciplinary capstone course.
Both versions of the course will fulfill the same goals and meet the same criteria. Version 1
wil1 emphasize a set of disciplines and reference the major fields of the students enrolled,
while version 2 will emphasize a particular discipline and reference others.

General Education Program, adopted for a Pilot by the Academic Senate, February 23, 1994
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General Education Program

II)

~
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Course Name and llesignation

Required
or Choice

Recommended
Semester

Pre- or Corequisite

Sem
Hours

Required

Fr 1

none

3
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Foundation:

~
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II)
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12. Ilisciplinary Knowledge and the
Quality of Life (---)
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f
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Co or Pre: 1
3
---------- Co or Pre: I
3
- ---"_. -- -- -'_.', -- - - -- - Co or I're: 1
- -.-- -- - - - - - - - - 3- - Co or Pre: 1
6 (2 x 3)

Pre: 1,4
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3
- ----- -Choice
So 1 - Sr I
3
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!~e
:
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3
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So 1 - Sr 1
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I're: 1, 2, 3
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ABCD Option Distribution (Students must take one course rom each of the isciplinary Option. (Co I total of four counel-12 s ~.I while Culfillir
he requirements for the coune categoriCl 10, II, and 12: Optio A: Science. M thematics, & Technolo y; Option B: Pine Art.; Opti n C: Humanitic
Option D: Social Sciences.)
3 or 6 -So 1 - Sr 1
~hoi~_e_
Pre: 1121
.J.Q~!\.nowi!!ll!!Uhe Disci(!lines t=L
II. Disciplinary Knowledge and the

~
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_.-LQ!!..antitative Reasoning (--)
7. Language in Context (---)±
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[

---

Fr 1 or 2
I~r 1 or 2

- ---
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~
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So 1 - Sr 1

Pre: 1.2.31:

3 or 6
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Sr 1 - Sr 2

Pre: 1-12
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Seminar:

13. Ilisciplines. Dlversities,nnd Solutions

"'Students ~11 select from three (or four) MAT courses, approved for the General Education Program.

Total

~

tStudents will select two courses created for the General Education Program from Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Geology, and Physics.

45

Major programs may designate two alternative science>-laboratory courses chosen from two different sciences (Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Geology,
and Physics). These courses must include specific general education content and be approved for the General Education Program.
+Students must take at least one course in the outer core which bas a non-Western designation.
±For courses in which the desirability of simultaneous rather than subsequent presentation with 2 and 3 (umguage and Composition;
Language and ConuDtmication) can be demonstrated, Co-requisite status may be granted."
tAdditional prerequisites for Options A and D: 4,5.

Course Descriptions
Foundations of Inquiry
Role of the course:

Fou.nd£uions of Inquiry provides the intellectual cornerstone for the undergraduate educational experience at
DlinOis State University; it actively engages incoming studeDlS in the educational process and provides them with an
understaD<ling of bow their educatioo will be supported by the diverse resources and ~ties of the University.
11 gives students an opportunity to investigate what it means to be educated and to develop a desire for learning,
a sense of the value and importance of acquiring knowledge. It asks students to question the roles and
responsibilities of both the individual and the University in the educational process, and to consider how the
individual is empowered through educatioo.
TIle course will allow students to develop an Understanding of the ethics and values of scholarsbip, and to
berome aware of differing educational goals and strategies. Students will be exposed to the shared cultures and values
of the ~my and will examine the differing foundational assumptions of disciplinary knowledge.
11 provides the starting point foc the liberal, multidisciplinary, and global education that is the goal of the
000:aIaureate experience at ISU.

OlDknt of the course:

Foundations of Inquiry involves a systematic explocation of knowledge which emphasizes both the purpose and
process of learning. The course initiates an examination of bow the University community fosters, structw-es, and
understands inquiry. To accomplish this, students will be guided through a thorough, critical examination of a
selected. major issue, period, or revolution. The selection of the topic will be the responsibility of the University
Faculty; the specific topic may change from year to year. The topics should be comprehensive, allOwing legitimate
coosidecation from a number of points-of-view and disciplinary and intellectual approacbes. The issue will allow the
student to entertain aitically the following coocerns:
I. Examine the intellectual and historical fO()(S or turning points which gave rise to the selected issue.
n. Look at the issue from a number of disciplinary perspectives. Ask: and answer the question, "How do
different disciplines undetstand this issue?" Identify and critique the broader, diverse, and often conflicting,
disciplinary perspectives regarding the selected issue.
Ill. Examine bow various cultural perspectives (including those of race, class, gender, ethnicity. etc.) deflne or
are defined by the issue.
IV. E xplore the current and fu ture moral and ethical dimensions of this issue. Examine how various
disciplinary contributions and perspectives affect one' s own understanding of the issue.
In sum. the selected issue serves primarily as a vehicle to achieve the course goals, emphasizing bow the University
helps students achieve the following:
Goals of tbe course
1.
Discover and evaluate the interests and assumptions that defme and shape disciplines;
2.
Explore wbat constitutes authority within and among disciplines, disciplinary claims to truth. the use of
standards, and the ethical uses of disciplinary knowledge;
3.
Apply selected disciplinary strategies. such as the scientific method, aeative intuition, hermeneutics, and
ethnography, to specific problems;
4.
Explore the nature of and need foc interdisciplinarity;
5.
Examine the nature of personal knowledge and its necessary interrelationship with knowledge that develops
from formal academic wtn within and across disciplines;
••
6.
Explore the interactions among cultural perspectives and the creation and use of knowledge.

Language and Compositi on
Pn:reQuisite or Corequisite:

Foundations of Inquiry

Cc-:::teot: In Language and Composition. students develop their writing abilities. foc using on processes through
which writers create effective texts for themselves and for others. Broadly stated, these processes include
critical inquiry, the rhetorical deliberations influencing the choices writers mus t make in writing for
particular audiences on particular subjects, the decision-making that determines the formal aspects of tex t
Gt':lera l FAlucation Program, adop ted for a Pilot by the Academ ic Senate, February 23, 1994
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(structure. style. grammar). and the critical reflection central to effective revisioo. The course gives studen~
experience writing for a range of audiences and purposes and writing in collalxn1ive situations. The course
also requires students to think consciously about the dynamics of written language and its relationship 10
learning. Readings for the course range across disciplines and develop students' abilities to analyze abe
writings of othen. Students learn to appreciate critically different perspectives on various issues of
import.ance to their growing understanding of themselves and of the world in which they live. The course
stresseS peer and instructor critiques of student writing and is computer-assisted.
~

1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

CI:iidia:
1.

2.
3.

•

4.
5.

6.

In Language and Composition. students will:
develq) strategies fer critical inquiry;
apply effectively the rbetocical principles governing the effective presentation of ideas in writing to a range
of audiences for a r.mge of purposes;
follow the principles aM employ the rules pertinent to the effective formal ammgement of ideas in writing;
read critically.
incorporate what they learn from their reading fluently into their O'iVD thinking and writing;
develop their abilities to write collaboratively; and
enable them to understand consciously the relationship between language and learning.
In developing the course Language and Composition, faculty will attend 10 the fonowing criteria:
the course should examine strategies for critical inquiry and teadl studeD~ to apply them effectively in the
students' writing pocesses;
the course should address explicitly and teach students to work with the rhetorical principles guiding abe
effective p-esenWioo of ideas in writing;
the course should treat the principles and standards required to help students to manage the formal aspects of
their writing effectively;
the course should present and help students master the complex inteIplay between content and form;
the course should l¥Idress the cballenges inherent in working with othen to develop a shared text;
the course shouJd cultivate explicitly the connections among reading. writing. speaking. and listening.
particularly as they bear on the substance and form students must manage in their writing and on the
relationship between language and learning.

S u~ ~ested T~ics:

1.
2.

Using. analyzing. and evaluating language for different audiences and purposes.
Writing collabcratively.

3. Language and learning.
Processes of critical inquiry.

4.
5.
6.

Content and form.
Writing and rewriting.

Language and Communication
PrereQmsite or Coregujsite:

Foundations of Inquiry

Cootent:

In Language and Communication, students develop their oral communication abilities in different
settings. ranging from large forums to small group situations. The course stresses various kinds of oral
communication tasks. In some tasks. they work on presenting tbeir ideas on an issue to others in a clear,
coherent, and compelling manner. In other tasks. they work in small groups to resolve conflicts as the
group works to negotiate a position on an issue. Students learn about effective means of formal and
informal oral communication. The course emphasizes having students actively communi~ng in different
settings and baving instructor and peer critiques of their work.

~

In Language ll1!d Communication. studen ts willieam to:
apply the rhetorical principles infonning effective fonnal presentations;
accommodate rhetOOcal principles to different speech situations. both formal and informal;
complete OOdground research necessary to develop well-informed presentations;
evaJuaJ.e the oral presentations of others according to these rhetorical principles;
apply rhetorical principles critical to effective comIDlIDication in small group discussions; and
demonstrate openness. intellectual tolerance, and civility in the exchan ge of ideas and the resolution of
conilicts in small group settings.

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
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Criteria:
1.

In developing !he course Language and ComnwnicaJion, faculty will attend to the following criteria:

the

course should survey the principles and strategies governing effective oral communication in diverse

settings f<X' diverse audiences;
the course should enable students to develop a oommand of these principles in practice as they move from
one communicative situation to another;
3. the course should teadl strategies of analysis and synthesis to help students incorporate background researcb
fluenUy into their oral communication;
.of. the course should requite students to give oral presentations dealing with different issues for different
audiences;
5. the course should address !he differences and similarities betwet'Jl informal and foonal oral communicatioo
and help students to adapt to the informal and formal communicative demands of different situations in
which !hey find themselves;
6. the course sbou1d enable students to critique the oral p-eSeDtatiOO of others;
7. the course should develop in students a command of the relationship between goal and process in small
group interaction;
8. the course should address the principles informing the resolution of conflict in small groups;
9. the course should provide students with practice in small group communication.

2.

Sgggested Topics;
1. The art of rbeloric.

a. Form and cootent
b. Forms of rbetorica1 appeal

c. Persuasion
2. Incorporating researched infonnatioo into oral presentation.
3. Formal and informal communication .
.t. Small group processes.
5. Conflict resolution in small group discussions.

Math Literacy
f1"a"eW:Ij sites or Coreggisjtes:

Foundations of Inquiry
Math 104 equivalency (placemeni test required)

Content:

Qmls:
1.

2.
3.
4.

In MaJh Littracy courses, students develop problem-solving capabilities that follow logical patterns and
provide Ibe essential mathematical txickground for work in other fields and courses. MaJh Literacy will be
composed of three (Cf" m<R) specifically designed courses (e.g., [mite math, calculus, etc.), each designed to
develop an appropriate degree ofma!hematical competency. The main topics in each course will depend 00
the level of competency required for enrollment in the course. Connections will be drawn to life and
culture; also, there will be discussion of the historical development of mat.hematical topics.

In Math LitLracy courses., students willieam to:
understand !he logic of mathematics;
understand particu1ar matbemalical coocepts;
develop the mathematical skills essential for problem solving; and
achieve a mathematical literacy consistent with the level of the course.

Cri t:ria:
In developing Math Literacy courses, faculty will attend to the fonowing criteria:
1. students will be expected to develop and practice mathematical skills and reasoning appropriate to the
~
competency being pursued (e.g., [mite math, college algebra, or calculus);
2. the course will engage students in the use of a range of mathematical symbols and operations;
3. students will use the symbols and rules of mathematics as a tool in the formulation, solution, and
communication of problems from a variety of applicatioo areas;
4. the topics and methods selected for the course will be placed within the perspective of the discipline of
mathematics.
SUi ie5ted Topics;
1. Mathematical symbols
2 . Development of skills
3 . Malbematics a<; a discipline
4. MaJ.bematicallogic and reasoning
5 . Mathematical applications
G~ :-...c ral EduCJltion Program, adopted for a Pilot by the Academic Senate, February 23, 1994
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Science Literacy
FOWldations of Inquiry
[Students will select two courses created for the General Education Program
from Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Geology, and Physics. Major
programs may designate two alternative science-Iaborat courses cbosen
from two different sciences (Biological Sciences., Chemistry, Geology, and
Pbysics). These courses must include specific general education con tent and
be approved for the General Education Program.]

prerequisites or Coreguisites:

Content:

In Science Lileracy, students learn about about the scientifIC view of the universe, the scientific laws
governing its behavior, and the nature of scientific inquiry into these phenomena. The course emphasizes
basic scientific principles and the wayan understanding of these principles helps individuals understand the
physical and natural worlds. Students will be expected to integrate information from the natural and
pbysical sciences, and thus to begin the life-long process of arriving at an understanding of the nature of
life, the earth. the universe, and interactions among them.

In the Science Literacy course, students will:
1. be introduced to the language and principles essential to the sciences;
2. be initiated to the diversity within and among scientific paradigms and yet aware of commonalities and
consistencies with wbicb the world is viewed through different disciplines;
3 . be prepared to understand the role of science in our culture and the possible societal imJXlcts of science and
tedmology;
". confront bow scientists Irnow what they know and examine the limits of scientific knowledge.
5. be encouraged to develop an abiding interest in and curiosity about the process of scientific discovery and
the application of scientiftc knowledge in a brooder contexL

~:

Criteria:
1.

2.
3.

In developing the Science Lileracy course, faculty will attend to the following criteria:
develop course components that promote active learning (e.g., recitations, laboratory experiments,
analytical tasks, take-home or hbrary or team analytical JXOjects, multimedia or computer simulations);
seek means of promoting integrative and shared experiences (e.g., common seminars, lectures, or projects)
among students in all four Science Literacy courses;
follow guidelines for developing topics for courses:
a Science faculty will seek ways to develop common topics or themes;
b. topics in all four courses will be modified in accordance with faculty expertise, changes in importance
in a societal context, or student interests;
c. topics selectOO for eacb course will reflect scientiftc principles and the process of inquiry; and
d. topics selected for each course will reflect the relationship and interactions between the particular
scientific disciplines and society in both an historical and contemporary cootexL

Qu.antitative Reasoning
PrereQuisites:

Foundations of Inquiry
Math IJteracy

Coo tent

In Quanti/alive Reasoning, students examine the principles, practices. instruments, and systems of
mathematics and logic used to measure, quantify, analyze, and represent social, scientifIC, technological, and
othcr phenomena as a basis for decision-making. Problems and examples in the course are drawn from a
variety of disciplines to represent a rich diversity of applications. Mathematical tools wiJU>e combined
with systems of logic 10 provide a basis for discourse in addressing the quantitative dimensiOWs of problems
confronting individuals, societies, and humanity.

Ckcls:

In Quan/iJalive Reasoning, students willieam:
approaches to understand quantitative concepts and related technologies and to apply them to problems
confronting individuals, organizations, societies, and humanity;
to develop systematically their critical thinking, quantitative reasoning, and communication skills enabling
them to collect., analyze, synthesize, and evaluate information and argument from a range of sources
appropriate 10 speciftc Jl"oblems, and;
to reasoo quantitatively and use mathematical tools, logical tools, and related technologies suited to the
~lems they address.

1.

2.
3.
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QjJeria:

1.

In developing a course in Quanrilatiw Reasoning, faculty wiD attend to the foDowing criteria:
the course must focus on the application of quantitative reasoning to disciplinary <r interdisciplinary

problems;
2. the course will build upon and encourage the p-actice of mathematical skills learned in Math LiUrocy;
3. problems will be selected to exemplify a variety of applications of mathematical and logical principles;
<t. the course will use appropria1e IOOls and technology fer developing solutions and communicating them.

Sum:sed IOjlics:
1. The relationship between quantitative reasoning and disciplinary reasoning.
2. Methods of collecting, analyzing, synthesizing, and evaluating information and argument from a range 0(
sources (e.g., statistical analysis, modeling, etc.)
3. Limitations of quantitative reasoning.
<t. How quantitative tools and related technologies (such as quantitative applications software) can be used to
address p-oblems confronting individuals, organiza1ioos, societies, and humanity.
5. Communication of the results of quantitative reasoning, using appropriate means (such as a graphics
software p-ogram).

Logical analysis of the structure of disciplinary argumentation.

6.

Language In Context
prereggisites:

FOWldations of Inquiry
Language and COOlposition
Language and Communication
[For courses in which the desirability of simultaneous rather than subsequent
presentation with Language and Composition and Language and Communication
can be demonstrated, Co-requisite status may be granted.]

In IA1Iguage in C01lUxt. students who already possess OOsic skills in a language will build on their
language experiences in earlier writing and speech courses to exercise their formal language abilities in an
academic contexL Courses in this category will focus on the discourse conventions of groups of similar
disciplines or meta-disciplines. The courses will be designed to expand the student' s ability to use language
effectively within these broad disciplinary groups.

Cootmr:

~

In Language ill Context courses, students will Jearn to:
I . write and/or speak well according to the conventions governing language use within groups of acMemic
disciplines;
2. understand the relationship between the context in which language is used and the development of
conventions governing its use in the discipline;
3. build 00 their ability to use language flexibly for different audieoces and different purposes.
In developing a course in IA1Iguage in COlllext, faculty wiD attend to the following criteria:
1. there must be an emphasis on the use of language in cootext;
2. the course must focus on developing a command of the language structure and discourse conventions of the

Criteria:

disciplinary groups upon which the course is based;
the special conventions governing language use must build on rather than simply replicate students' earlier
experiences with language;
<t . the course must be directed toward language use, not to the content and substance of specific disciplines and
disciplinary groups.
3.

Su&geSled T~ics:
1. The relationship between academic context and discourse conventions.
2. The relationship between academic context and the structure of language.
3. Historical factors influencing the current uses of language in an academic context
4. Using. analyzing, and evaluating language in a specific academic context
5. The relationship between language use in an academic context and language use in other social contexts.

L ni ted States Traditions
Prer::;wisi res:

Foundations of Inquiry
Language and Composition
Language and Communication
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Cmu:nt:

In Unikd StaleS TrodiJions , students study the historical and contemporary influences affecting changes
in United States society. The course focuses 00 the diverse individuals, social values, beliefs, and
institutions that have shaped and continue to shape United States cull1Jre. Special emphasis is placed on
demographic (such as race, class and gender), political. legal, scientific, technological, and economic foo:es
that have influenced and continue 10 influence the many varieties of United States cull1Jre.

In United States Traditions, students willleam to:
1. understand the development of United States cultme through the examination of selected traditions using
methods of analysis derived from the bumanities, scienres. and social sciences;

GaJ.l.\;

2.

explain the contributions of key individuals, events, issues, practices. ideas, and institutions to the
development of and diversity within United States culture;
descn"be the mechanisms by which traditions and cultural values are shaped and applied 10 local, regional.
and national affairs in the United States, and;
relate the involvement of the United States in global affairs 10 elements of United States culture.

3.
4.

In developing a course in United States Tradi1ions, faculty will attend to the following criteria:
1. the traditions and elements of culture selected must contribute to an un<Jerstanding of the cultural-social

cmeria:

complexity of the United States and bow it differs fran other cultures;

2. materials selected for the rourse must permit students to examine and reflect upon major contnbutions by
individuals. groups. institutions, etc., to diversity in United States culture;

3. the content must allow methods of analysis. such as demographics, social structure, and economics, and
4.

othermetbods of disciplined inquiry developed in prerequisite courses;
the traditions and elements of cultures must be selected so that major historically significant themes are
represented in the course.

Sg~~TQDi<A

1. Ethnic diversity (Topics might include: indigenous peoples, immigration. cooperation and competition.
integration and alienatioo-melting pot theory, impact of public policy and private actioos).

2. Work and ecooomic growth (Topics might iDclude: evolving work ethics. labor ecooomics, technology and
3.
4.

work. social structure and wort. evolving structure of tbe labor force. work and leisure, education and work.
the internationalization of wort).
Religion (Topics might include: Judeo-Christian roots, freedom, separation of church and state, rights,
responsibilities, limits. fundamentalism. secularism).
Pbilosopbies of democratic and civic/social life (Topics might include: rule by law-ConstitutionlBill of
Rights, one person-ooe vote. rights versus responsibilities, representative government, artistic expression.
individualism, humanitarian consciousness/concern, sense of fair-play).

Individuals and Civic Life
Prerequisites:

Content

In Individuals 01IIi Civic Life, students Jearn about functioning responsibly in Ibeir civic environment
Students develop an understanding of the complex interrelationships among people, political structures, and
other dimensions of society, including the natural, social, business, and legal. Special attention will be
given 10 Ibe civic traditions of diverse cultures in United States society. The course helps students
understand how in the past and in the present individual freedoms and social and political environments
interact The course should actively stimulate students to ponder the socially responsibj: choices Ibat
educated citizens who participate in shared governance make.

~

In Individuals and Civic Life, students will learn to:
understand the general JXinciples of governments and bow Ibeyaffect individualS;
explain the various kinds of institutions that are created in differing civilizations to effect governance;
explore individual responsibilities in the conduct of civic life;
analyze the dimensions in which interactioo between the individual and groups occur, and
make j oogments concerning personal ethics and responsibilities .

1.

2.
3.

•

Foundations of Inquiry
Language and COOlposition
Language and Communication

4.
5.

~ De ral
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Q:i.tc:ia:
In developing a course in Individuals and Civic Lif~. faculty will attend to the following criteria:
1. the course will focus OIl ethical judgments involving local. national and global communities;
2. problems and topics will encourage the student to explore the roles of the individual and of groups in
assessing and acting OIl various civic options;
3. problems and topics will encourage the student to explore the roles of the individual and of groups in
assessing the individual's human and civic responsibilities;
4. the course will focus OIl the political, business, economic, and social forces influencing local. national and
world orders through which people conduct their lives;
5. the course will include a variety of cultural and national settings focusing 00 the social and ideological
dimensions as affected by class, gender. and race which culminate in an increased understanding of the
coote.m.pocary wOOd;
6. the course will address effective decision-making with respect to current locaJ and global social issues.
Sg~gested

Topics:
The nature of democratic governance, including authority. systems of governance, rule by law, and the
individual's role in governance.
United Slates governance including the fundamental principles of individual rights. equality under the law,
the common good. and patriotism; the institutions of government; and the institutions of civic
involvement such as eJections. political parties, and special interest groups.
Perspectives on citizenship and civic participation as affected by historic, political. economic, geographic,
ethnic. social, psychological, philosophic and technological aspects.

1.
2

3.

Knowing in the Disciplines-Optlons A) Science, Technology, & Mathematics; B) Fine
Arts; C) Humanities; or D) Social Sciences
PrereQuisites:

Coo tent

Foundations of Inquiry
Language and CexnpositiOD
Language and Communicatioo
Math Literacy (for Options A and D)
Science Literacy (for Options A and D)

In Knowing in the Disciplines, students encounter and apply var-iods ways of knowing (such as
those identified in Foundations of Inquiry ) appropriate to disciplinary investigation and interpretation of
problems in science and technology; the creations of artists, writers and other thinkers; or the nature of
individuals and societies. Students learn to use appropriate methodology in dealing with problems and
questions posed in disciplinary contexts. The topics, artistic creations, and problems will be selected and
viewed with respect to disciplines reflecting A) Science, Technology, & Mathematics; B) Fine Arts; C)
Humanities; or D) Social Sciences.

In Knowing in the Disciplines. students will:
1. develop an awareness of bow general ways of koowing are adapted and applied in specific disciplinary areas;
2. identify and use specific disciplinary methodologies and tools to address issues of concern to disciplines;
3. develop a sense of how attitudes toward knowledge condition what problems and tools are appropriate to
various disciplines.

QQals:

Criteria:

In developing a course in Knowing in the Disciplws. faculty will attend to the following criteria:
1. the course should address issues and topics appropriate to the disciplines addressed;
2. the course should address disciplinary perspectives from
A) Science, Technology, & Mathematics;
B) Fme Arts;

C) Hnmanities;or
D) Social Sciences.

3.
4.

the course shoold engage students in active applicatioo of aitical disciplinary IDOls;
the course should assist students in distinguishing their personal assumptions and opinions from
conclusions based 00 critical and analytical exploration of issues.
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Disciplinary Knowledge and the Dynamics or Culture-Optlons A) Science,
Technology, & Mathematics; B) Fioe Arts; C) Humanities; or D) Social Sciences
prgrguisites:

Foundations of Inquiry
Language and Canposition
Language and Communication
Math Uteracy (for Options A and D)
Science literacy (for Options A and D)

In Disciplinary Knowledge aNi the Dynamics of Culture, students investigate the reciJXOC3l interactioo
between disciplinary knowledge and human cultures. Students begin developing an understanding of bow
different cultures affect what constitutes disciplines and their knowledge bases. The course provides insights
into the dynamics of cultural change effected by various disciplinary assumptions and the resultant
construction of knowledge. A selection of differing cultures will be viewed with respect to disciplines
reflecting A) Science, Technology, & Mathematics; B) Fine Arts; C) Humanities; or D) Social Sciences.

COO!eJ! t:

~

In Disciplinary Knowledge aNi the Dynamics of Cullure, students will:
develop an appreciatioo of differing cultural views about knowledge and its organization.
develop a familiarity with bow coocepts and ideas are culturally cooditioned,
experience various artistic creations, use disciplinary tools. or evaluate human behaviors embedded within
cultural cootexts,
engage in critical thought about the ramifications of cultural diversity and disciplinary organization of
knowledge.

L

2.
3.
4.
~

In developing a course in Disciplinary Knowledge and the Dynamics of Culture, faculty will attend to
the following criteria:
1. the course should address differing cultures;
2. the course should address disciplinary perspectives from
A) Science, Technology, & Mathematics;

B) FmeArts;
C) Humanities; oc
D) Social Sciences.
I
the course should engage students in active application of critical disciplinary tools appropriate to the
disciplines and cultures selected;
the course should encourage students to reflect on their cultural condition and personaI knowledge base.

3.
4.

Disciplinary Knowledge and the Quality or Lire-Options A) Science, Technology, "
Mathematics; B) Fine Arts; C) Humanities; or D) Social Sciences
PrereQuisites:

Foundations of Inquiry
Language and Composition
Language and Communication
Math literacy (for Options A and D)
Science literacy (for Optioos A and D)

In Disciplinary Knowledge and the Quality of life, students confront bow disciplines have
contributed to the quality of individual and societal life and bow they continue to affect il In this course
students will examine how different disciplinary tools, concepts, and critical apparatus may be used to
address topics sucb as the buman condition, moral and ethical dimensions to ITOblems, the environment., or
social contexts. A selection of problems will be viewed with respect to disciplines reflecti A) Science,
Technology, &. Mathematics; B) Hne Arts; C) Humanities; or D) Social Sciences.

Content:

Gmls:

In Disciplinary Knowledge aNi the Quality of Life, students will:
develop a reasoned understanding of issues bearing on individual and societal life;
2. identify and use SpecifIC disciplinary methodologies and tools to address problems and questions involving
individuals and their surroundings;
3 . identify attitudes and backgrounds contributing to differing perspectives on such questions; and,
4. engage in critical thought and expressions about potential answers to such questions.
1.
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In developing a course in Disciplinary Knowledge and tM Quality of Lie. faculty will attend 10 the
foDowing criteria:
1. the course should address topics involving the quality of life such as wort and leisure. consumptioo
behavior. the environment, mcnls and ethics;
2. the course should address multi-faceted issues that allow a variety of reasoned positioos;
3. the course sbouId address disciplinary perspectives from
A) Science, Tecbnology. & Mathematics;

Qi1gja:

B) Fme Arts;
C) Humanit.ies;cr

D) Social Sciences.
the course should engage students in active application of critical illsciplinary IDOls appropriate to the issues

4.

discussed.

Disciplines, Diversities, and Solutions: A Capstone Seminar
All other Genera] Education Courses

frerNuisi tes:

Senior Standing
In Disciplines, Diversities, and So/utiolls: A Capstolle SemifUlr, students actively examine
disciplines, including their own major, recognizing how they interact with sociaL CUltural, business,
political and environmental phenomena They identify current local and global issues, diSCiplines that bear
on them, obtain pertinent knowledge from the disciplines, and apply that knowledge to the developmeot of
reasoned solutions to problems raised by the issues. Students assess the consequenoe of their proposed
solutions, recognize responsibility for them, and understand and respect the perspectives and values of
others. Capstone activities incorporate fundamental concepts learned in General Education and encourage
students 10 explore the interplay of ideas among the many knowledge areas as awlied 10 various disciplines.
1be two varieties of Disciplines. Diversities, and SoluJio1lS: A Capstone Mminar are:
1. trans-disciplinary (ex- university-wide) capstone courses, and
2. disciplinary capstone courses.
Both versions eX the course will fulfill the same goals and meet the same criteria Versioo 1 will emphasize
a set of disciplines and reference the major fields of the students enrolled, while version 2 will emphasize a
particular discipline and reference others.

COOtenC

QQals:

In Disciplines, Diversities, and Solutio1lS: A Capstone SemifUlr, students will:
learn about the historical, cultural, scientific, economic, and social aspects of substantive disciplinary
issues;
2. understand the impact of society and culture on interpretations and values set by persons with oPJX>sing
viewpoints on a subject of interest;
3. evaluate their own attitudes about life in relation to the values of others;
4 . learn about the social and intellectual origins of posi tions and issues within and abou t their major
discipline;
5. learn about the effects their discipline has and may have on the wider intellectual, social, economic, and
JX>litical communities;
6. apply skilIs in critical thinking and reflective reading and writing to particular issues related to their major
illscipline and its applications, and;
7. develop goals, skills. and strategies for the transition to life beyond the baccalaureate degree.

1.

Q:i1gja:
In developing a course in Disciplines, Diversities, and Solutions: A Olpstone Seminar, faculty will
attend to the following aiteria:
'!.4j
1. the issues selected should have significance to society and should incorporate differing perspectives;
2. the issues selected must permit reasonable examination from mu ltiple disciplines;
3. the course should be taught in a way to facilitate the ability to generalize to issues beyond those introduced
in the course;
4 . the course will reflect the essential relationship between disciplines and General Education goals and student
outcomes.
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General Education Program Guidelines
1.

A student must take at least one course from the outer core whicb bas a non-Western designation. Courses in
any of the out.er-<:ae areas may qualify f<Y the non- Western designatioo if:
a. the course focuses primarily upon facets of specific non-Western cultures <Y non-Western cultures in

general. A minimum of 75% of the course content must deal directly with !be non- Western cull1Jre(s).
expl<Yation of the non-Western cu1ture(s) be developed in a comparative paspective whicb helps the
student understand and appreciate differences between the culture(s) under consideration and American
culture.
c. the course includes exposure to primary writings and artifacts from the culture(s).
2. Studen ts may count no more than three (3) semester hours of General Education Outer-Core course wort
(beyond the Capstone Seminar) from their major discipline.
3. General Educatioo Faculty Development Semina rs (GEFDS) will provide an opportunity for faculty to prepare
to teacb General Education courses. Faculty new to the program will have an oppatunity not only to examine
the content and methods used in the courses they are to teacb, but will also develop an understanding of the
interrelationship of their courses to the other courses in the General Education Program. Also, the seminars
(GEfDS) provide a venue in which course content and methods will be systematically reviewed by faculty
engaged in teaching the courses and by other interested faculty from throughout the University.
a. Faculty teacbing in the General Education program are expected to participate in a GEmS and an
orientation to the program and to Wlderstand how any course they teacb fits into the oveTall program.
b. College Deans and Department Chairs are expected to participate in a General Education Faculty
Development Seminar (GEmS) and an orientation to the program and to understand bow courses fit into
the overall JXOgram.
b.

Course Development and Approval Criteria
General Criteria
1. Courses must address the Program Objectives and Student Outcomes enumerated for eacb course or course
C31egory.
2. Courses in General Education provide for interaction between faculty and students and allow for the student's
active pursuit of knowledge.
3. Classroom experiences will range from small-{!J1follment seminars to larger lectures coupled with discussion
groups and may include other active learning experiences such as field experiences and laboratory sessions.
4 . Courses in General Education aim at broadening student borizons, rather than functioning as introductory
courses for specific majm or as traditional survey courses in particular disciplines. Eacb course is designed to
gTYe perspective and a breadth of view while addressing knowledge, modes of inquiry, and applications.
5. "The General Education Program fosters an interdisciplinary approach to learning. Interdisciplinary emphasis
ranges among the courses in the program from those most completely involving different disciplines (e.g.,
Foundations of Inquiry) to those with less interdisciplinary focus (e.g., MaJh littracy). The nature of
imerdisciplinarity includes both faculty members from different disciplines working together as well as a single
faculty member dealing with interdisciplinary content
6. Courses in the General Education Program will develop human communication skills. All courses in the
program must require some writing, speaking, reading, and peer interaction. Communicatioo;- 'Ils will help
students acquire and use knowledge. As a resul t, students will be able to explore solutions to questions and
share the results with others.
7. C ourses that require more than 3 semester hours may be a part of General Education, but only 3 semester bours
credit will count toward fulfilling the General Education Program requirements.
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Letters refer to Student Outcomes as listed in Objectives for University Studies aI Illinois Stale Univenity. Lellers in parenthesis receive secondary emphasis.

Proposed Administrative Structure and Responsibilities
[)irector of General EdllCaJW1I (a position within the Provost's Office)
FunctiooS:
1. Oversees pugram develqmlent. implementatioo, and maintenance.
2. Coordinates scheduling, stairmg, and facility requirements.
3. Oversees course evaluations and program assessment (in cooperation with Council on University Studies and
General Education Coordinating Committee).
4. Administers fiscal suppro f<X' the Program.
S. Oversees faculty develoJEent seminars.
6. Oversees internal and external grant activity.
COil ,"il on Un;verJifJ SllIdieJ (CUS)

Functions:
1. Ensures that the spirit of the Philosophy of U"ivtTsiJy Studies is maintained by the Program.
2. Continually monitors the Program insuring that the objectives of the Program and student outcomes are met by
the Program.
3. Makes recommendations regarding program modifications and consults with Program Director regarding
implementation of program changes.
4. Approves course additions or deletions and program changes.
NOTE; To be eligible to serve on CUS it is suggested that a faculty member must have (1) participated in at least
ODe General Education Faculty Development Seminar and (2) taught in the new General Education Program fc.
at least one year. In addition, the USRC suggests thaL a minimum of two (2) of the seven (7) faculty members
of CUS concurrently be members of the proposed General Education Coordinating Committee. This will
require modifications to the Academic SefUJJe "Bluebook" SupplemeTII to the Bylaws for committee structure of
the Academic Senate. See suggested changes in the Council 00 University Studies guidelines. pp. 16-17.
General Educatio1l Coordinating Committee
Description: A committee of the whole consists of the Director of General Education and a set of Coordinatcn who
oversee and interact witb the faculty (course inst:ruclDrS) specific to !beir area. Coordinators could be full-time
faculty with a partial coordinator appointment. Coordinators are faculty members appointed by the Provost
with recommendations originating from the Director of General Education in consultation with College Deans
and Department Chairs. There should be one coordinator for each of the five inner-ax-e course categories. There
sbould be coordinators fa: OUtel"<Ore categories as necessary.
Fonctions:
1. Coordinates pedagogy for the courses in a specific area.
2. Insures that !be interactive. cohesive nature of the Program is maintained.
3. Works with the Directa todevel~ and conduct GenetaI Education Faculty DevelCl>lIlent Seminars.
4. Interacts with the CUS to insure that !be integrity of the Program is maintained.

Proposed General Education Cou rse Approval Process
The course approval process for !be new General Education Program differs for Inner-Core courses and fCW" OuterCore Courses. Inner-Core Courses will be developed (see Pilot Implementation Document) and approved, and then
undergo annual review and revision. Outer-Core Courses will be developed (see below) and approved. and !ben
~uire re-approval for the program at least every five years. The Council on University Studies (see below) will
approve and monitor the Inner-Core Courses; it will also determine which courses may fulfill the Outer-Core and
CapsK>ne requirements for General Education.
~
Outer-Core Courses may be developed through individual departments or cooperatively by more than one
deparunenl. The approval process for these courses will be the current process, i.e., a course is reviewed and
approved by the Department. College, and University Curriculum Committees. Then. with the addition of a
proposal outlining !be contnbution !be course makes to the appropriate category in General Education, !be Council
00 L'ni versity Studies will review and approve or disapprove the course for the Program.
Ou ter-Core Interdisciplinary courses, nonnally developed by more than one individual or department. can follow
!.be a;;proval process for Interdisciplinary Studies, Le., the Council on University Studies functions as the curriculum
committee for the course proposal, which then is submitted to the Uni versity Curriculum Committee. Some OuterCore courses may be cross-listed by department (and folIow the first approval process outlined above) or may be
liSL"'d as IDS (and fonow tbe secood approval process).
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1.

bmet Cere Courses
Inner Core courses are to be created during the piloting process (see Pilot Implementation Document)
B. Courses in the Inner Core will be offered in a quantity that satisfies General Education demand. The
number of sections for each course will be determined annually by Ibe General Education Director in
conjunction with the College Deans and DeJm1IDent Chairs.
n. 0aIer Core Courses
A.. Outer Cere courses may be develqJed under deJm1IDental designations CI' as IDS (lnletdisciplinary) courses .
B. Course content and auricular proposals are developed by departmental faculty or by groups of faculty
representing a variety of disciplines. Courses developed by individual departments or to be cross-listed
between several departments, follow regular University curricular processes. Courses offered wilb an IDS
listing are reviewed by the Council on University Studies, then sent to each of the colJeges for comment by
the College Curriculum Committee and subsequently submitted to the University Curriculum Committee
fCl' approval.
C. Course proposals for the Outer Core should contain a letter from each appropriate Department Chair aDd
College Dean stating their commitment to Ibe course. Courses in Ibe Outer Core will be offered in a
quantity that satisfies General Education demand. The number of sections for each course will be
determined annually by the General Education Director in conjunction with Ibe College Deans and
Department Chairs.
D. Participation in the General Education Faculty Development Seminars is open to faculty teaching OuterCore courses as well as to other faculty interested in Ibe development of Outer-Core courses. The seminars
will provide a venue for developing Iin.ks between Outer-Core and Inner-Core courses and for exchangin g
ideas about achieving the objectives fer the respective course categocies.
E. Outer-Core courses will be approved for a five-year period; they will continue in the Program only if reapproved by Ibe Council on University Studies. Among the criteria for re-approval are demonstrated
enrollment demand and course availability to the general student population.
m. Capstone Courses.
A.. Trans-Disciplinary and University-wide capstone courses
1. Trans-DiscipIinary capstone courses will be developed fer students whose College er Department elects
to develop and offer capstone courses for groups of majors or disciplines. Courses developed to be
~listed between several departments follow regular University curricular processes.
2. University-wide capstone courses (IDS) are developed by faculty commitiees wilb representation from
across Ibe University. They are Iben reviewed by Ibe Council on University Studies, sent to each of
the colleges for comment by the College Curriculum Committees, and subsequentJy sent to Ibe
University Curriculum committee for approval.
B. Disciplinary capstone courses.
1. Capstone courses may be developed by Departments for each major they offer.
2. Course content and curricular proposals are developed by departmental faculty committees. Course
approval is in accord wilb regular University curricular guidelines. The proposal is Iben sent to the
Council on University Studies for review and aprroval for the General Education Program.
C. Representative faculty who teach capstone courses are invited to participate in Ibe GEFDS. The seminars
will focus on how to achieve meaningful links between disciplines and general education.
IV. Council on University Studies
The Council on University Studies (CUS) is responsible for approving courses for the General Education
Program and for setting and administering Ibe policies needed for rrogram operation, review, and modification. The
strocture of the revised Program requires some changes in the composition and authority of Ibe current CUS. A
Director of General Education is needed to coordinate the delivery of the Program. To ensure interaction and
coc:p:::ration with CUS, this individual needs to be an ex-officio member of CUS. The Director of General Educatioo
sert-es as a liaison between CUS and the General Education Coordinating Committee (see. p. l~).The following
spe01)C changes in Ibe operatioo of CUS are recommended to the Academic Senate for review and appfbval:
1. Membership: CUS guidelines should be changed to include Ibe Director of General Education as an ExOfficio member, representing Ibe office of Ibe Associate Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Instruction.
For faculty to be eligible to serve on CUS, they must have (1) participated in at least one General
Education Faculty Development Seminar and (2) taught in the revised program for at least one year. It is
also recommended that at least two of the seven faculty members appointed to CUS be members of the
General Education Coordinating Committee. [Until a sufficient pool of eligible faculty can be developed, it
is suggested that current members of CUS participate in the GEFDS or other course development processes.
New members will be selected from faculty who participate in Ibe GEFDS or other course development
A..

processes.]
G D~ ral
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2.

Functioos: The Academic Senate approved a StalemefIJ of Philosophy for Univtrsity Studies on March 13,
1991. Therefore, function No.1 (Academic Se1Ulle "BllUboot" Supplement 10 the Bylaws) charging CUS
witb developing a phiJosq>hy of GenetaI Education should be rewocded as follows:
· . . insure that the spirit of the SlaJement of Philosophy for University Studits is maintained
by the Program.
The remaining functions (2 through 6) should contain the phrase "witb appropriate interaction witb and
input from the General Education Coordinating Comminee," oc some variation of it
Function No. 2 sOOuld be reworded:
· .. continually monitors the Program. insuring that the objectives of the Program and the
student outcomes are being met by the Program
Function No.3 should be reworded:
· .. makes rerommeodatioos regarding program modifications and consults witb the Program
Directcr regarding implementation of program changes.
Changes in the Coundl on University Studies guidelines, such as those proposed above, are the exclusive
purview of the Academic Senate and will require modification to the Academic SenaJe "Bluebook"
Supplement to the Bylaws foc committee structure of the Academic Senate. Where necessary, changes
should be phased in during the fIrst two years following the adoption of the Program.

Transfer Students
1. Students who transfer into illinois State University and have completed an AA or AS degree at a Community
College with which the University has an articulation agreement will have satisfied all General Education
requirements except for Disciplines, Diversities, and Solutions: A Capstone Seminar.
2. Students who transfer into Dlinois State University witbout a completed Associate's Degree will be responsible
for completing all General Educatioo courses and course categories for which DO articulatioo is made 00 a courseby<ourse basis. Pre- and cocequisite requirements fex course categories may be adjusted to accommodate students
ttansferring without a completed Associate's Degree. It is expected that tbese students will take, at least
Disciplines, Diversities, and Solutions: A Capstone Seminar.
3. During the piloting and development of a new General Education Program. tbe University is to keep in close
coolaCt with Community Colleges, keeping tbem fully informed about the Program and its component parts.

Program Assessment
Assessment is an integral and on-going part of all curricular activities within tbe University. From the very
beginning of the process of reviewing and revising tbe General Education Program, assessment has been a critical
element in decision-making and planning. The result is a program structure and set of operating procedures tbat
should provide a dynamic program tbat is open to change and improvemenl The ~ of General Education is
responsible for General Education Program assessment in consultation witb the Council 00 University Studies and
the General Education Coordinating Committee.
Internal assessment will result from a number of activities, the most important of which will be General
Education Faculty Development Seminars (see p. 13). Course content and methods will be systematically reviewed
by faculty engaged in teaching the courses and by otber interested faculty from throughout the University. The
opportunity to make changes in program methcxls and contents will be present eaclJ year.
Tbere will be formal annual assessment of tbe Program and its components. A cumulative assessment of the
re\i.sed Program is to occur by the flfth year after full implementation. The fifth year is selected because the ftrst
class to complete the Program will have graduated. Additionally, the mechanisms designed to make the Program
dynamic in method and content will have had an oppcrtlIDity to work and be evaluated. In order to assess the content
and operation of the Program, it is expected that no major structura.l changes be made in the Program during the time
from its implementation to its ruth year of operation.
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Pilot Implementation or the Proposed General Education
P rogram
Tbe Academic Affairs Committee recommends that the Senate endorse the need IV change the existing
University Studies Program and approve a pilot implementation of the proposed General Education
program. At the conclusion of !his piloting period. the Senate shall approve, modify, or reject the proposed
GeoeraI Educalioo program.
lDtroduction: The Purpose of tbe Pilot Im plementation
The proposed general education program has been developed through sevetal iterations in order to
aa:::omplish the philosophy and goals of general education that were approved by the Senate. One of the
central issues in most discussions of this program has been wbetller it woukf "wort. " Can these courses
aDd this structure achieve !be adopted philosopl:ly? Can the courses that are proposed actually be developed
and taught? Wba1. specifIcally, will be their syllabi? What existing or DeW courses will be appropriate for
the program? Will faculty be interested in and available to teach them? What are the ramifteations for
department, college, and univessity resources? How will the adminstrative structure of !be pugram work?
The purpose of the Pilot Study will be to 1) provide structures and support for faculty to develop
course syllabi; 2) develop instructional methods and media in suppat of the courses; 3) identify potential
facul ty for the pilot course offerings; 4) provide faculty development for individuals electing to teach
courses; 5) establish adminstrative stru<:tures; and 6) offer the p-ogram 00 a limited basis as an alternative
to the current University Studies Program. The Implementation Committee will assess the program by
addressing the questions outlined in the previous paragraph. It will provide periodic reports to the
amversity community and solicit respooses. The ultimate purpose of the pilot implementation is to judge
whether or not the program can be delivered as proposed.
The Pilot Implemt'lltation Committee will be appointed by the Provost and chaired by a representative
of the Provost's offICe. Its membership will consist of 2 representatives from the Council on University
Studies, 2 representatives from the University Studies Review Committee, 1 representative from the
Academic Senate, and at least 1 representative from each of the fIve colleges and MilDer Ubrary. Since the
Implementation Committee has the vital twin roles of providing intellectual leadership in course and
program development and providing administrative oversight and guidance, these responsibilities will be an
important selectioo criteria in the committee's formation. At least one membc!r of the Implementatioo
Committee shall serve on each Inner Core C~ Development Committee and participate in each faculty
development seminar during the piloting period. The responsibilities of this canmittee will end no later
than me year after the program is ap{X'oved (or upon the Sena1e's disapproval at the end of the pilot study).
AI that time the Council on University Studies (CUS) will assume oversight respoosibUities, as suggested
in the proposal.
Inner Core Course Development Coouniu.ees will be structlJre{l as follows:
1 . Foundations of Inquiry: A development committee consists of eight (8) farulty members with content
expertise (3 from CAS, 1 each from the other four colleges, and 1 from Milner Lilnry). Faculty
members with content expertise apply for appointment to the committees. Applications are saeened
by the respective college deans and are submitted to the Director of General Education for selectioo.
The development committee works with other university faculty to detenn.ine course content and
identify and develop the methods used in the course.
2. Language and Composition, Language and Communication, Math Literacy, Science Literacy: A
development committee for each course consists of eight (8) or fewer faculty members with content
expertise (1 from each college, the rest reflecting discipline-specific interests and/or skills). Faculty
members with content expertise apply for appointment to the committees. Applications are screened
by the respective coDeges and are submitted to the Director of General Education for se~on. The
development committees review the content of Foundations of Inquiry and v.uk with other faculty to
determine course content (identifying and including ways that li.n1c these coorses with the pre- and
corequisite courses). and identify and develop the methods used in the respecti-ve courses.
The Pilot Implementation: Two Vie ws
For purposes of clarity. the Pilot Implementation is explained in two different fashions. The first is a
strictly chronological timeline. The second is a table organized to show how each facet of the proposed
General Education program is to be developed during the piloting period. The infoonation in these two
\iews is identical.

Pilot Implementation Timeline
April 1994
1. The Prov~t is charged with responsibility fer directing the General Education Program
2. Provost appoints the Implementatioo Committee.
3. Provost appoints Course Devel~ Commi"ees for all Inner Core courses. Committees will
coosist of 8 faculty with cootent expertise and 1 member of the Implement.atioo Committee. Each
college will have at least 1 member 00 the committee. with the remaining members reflecting
discipline-specific interests and skills. -roundatioos" only will have 3 CAS faculty and 1 from
eacb other college and M.ilnet. Faculty with cootent expertise apply for appointment and are
screened by their respect deans, who submit nominations to the Provost
4. Inner Core Course Development Committees bold open f<rums to gather input from the University

Community about these courses.

Summer 1994
1. hmer Core Course Develq>ment Committees receive stipends to meet. wrile sample syllabi, and
become criented to the course and General Educatioo program. Science Literacy Ccmmittee,
additionally, begins to develql general education guidelines for the Iaboratay course options.
Science departments are involved in Ibis process throughout
2. Implementation Committee receives stipends to meet and develop woddng procedures and
guidelines.
Fall

1924
1. Course Development Committees p-e8ent course syl1abi and descriptions to the university
COOlJDunity. teach demonstratioo Jessoos, and hold open forums foc input from faculty.
2. Decisions are made about bow pilot offerings of these courses will satisfy existing university
studies requirements so as not to "penalize" students who enroll in them.
3. A limited number of pilot sections of "Foundations" and "Language and Canpositioo" courses are
advertised as 89 courses for the spring of 1995.
4. Implementation Coounittee solicits applications for course development of sample offerings of
Quantitative Reasoning and Language in Context (in the Outer Core).

Spring 1995
1. A limited number of sections of "Foundations" and "Language and COOlposition" are offered as 89
courses taught by members of the Course Developnent Committees.
2. Implementation Committee solicits applications for course development of sample offerings of
United States TrOOitions and Individuals in Civic life (in the Outer Core).
3. Implementation Coounittee solicits applications from additional faculty woo wish to take part in
summer orientauoo wodsbops for Inner Core courses.
4. Implementatioo Coounittee begins detennining where and bow Advanced Placement credit may
appropriately fit !be course categories.
Summer 1995
1. Development workshops are held foc continuing "Foundations" and "Language and Compositioo"
committee members and faculty. Stipends awarded. W crlsbop includes a review of the course as
it bas been taught
2. Orientation wodsbops for faculty who will teach Inner Core courses for the first time Ii . g 199596. Stipends awarded.
3. Selected faculty rereive stipends to develop Outer Core courses. These faculty take part in an
orientation to !be General Education program.
4. Implementation Committee receives stipends to draft a report and assessment of the program to
dare.
Fall 1995
1. Limited number of sections of all Inner Core courses are offered. Some sections of "FOlmdatioos"
General Educatioo Pilot Implementation, approved by the Academic Senate February 23. 1994
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and "Language and Composition" are taught by faculty different frool those who have taught the
(These faculty have participated in summer workshops.)
Faculty who have developed Outer Cere courses share information about those courses with the
university comm,mity.
Implementalioo Committee solicits applications for course development of sample offerings of
Knowing in the Disciplines, Disciplinary Knowledge and Dynamics of Culture, and Disciplinary
Knowledge and the Quality of Life (m the Outer Cere).
Implementatioo Commiu.ee approves selected Outer Core courses for pilot testing in the spring. H
these are new courses. they are advertised as 89 courses.
Decisions are made about how pilot offerings of all approved courses will satisfy existing
university SlUdies requirements so as Dot to -penalize- students who enroll in them.

courses p-eviously.

2.

3.
4.

5.

S»ring 1996
1. Limited nUIDbess of sections of all Inner Core courses are offered. Some sections are taught by
faculty different from those who have taught the courses previously. (These faculty have
partici~ted in swnmer workshops.)
2. Selected Outer C<R courses are offeted.
3. Toundatioos- Course Development Ccmmiu.ee determines 1996-97 theme.
4. ImpJementalion Commiu.ee solicits proposals 1) to develop interdisciplinary capstone seminars or
2) to develql or modify majors capstone courses that will satisfy general education requirements.
5. Implementalion Committee solicits applications for summer Faculty DeveJopnent Wcrtsbops and
Orientatioos.

Summer 1996
1. Development worbhops are held for cootinuing Inner Core committee members and faculty.
Stipends awarded. Workshop includes a review of the course as it has been taught
2. Orientation wodsbops for faculty who will teach Inner Core courses for the first time during 199596. Stipends awarded.
3. Selected faculty receive stipends to develop Outer Core courses. These faculty take part in an
orientatioo to the General Education program.
4. Selected faculty or groups of faculty receive stipends to develop interdisciplinary capstone seminars
or developlmodify departmental general education capstooes. These faculty take part in an
orientatioo to the General Education program.
5. Provost prepares an impact statement of the -costs- of the general education program, should it be
adopted on a full scale.
6. Implementation COOlIllittee receives stipend to begin drafting a fmal repa1 and recommendations.
Report shall address questions raised in the '1ntroduction. " above.
Fall 1996
1. Limited offerings of Inner C<R courses continue. SOOle sections are taught by faculty different
from those who have taught the courses previously. (These faculty have participated in summer
workshops.)
2. Selected Outer C<R courses are offeted.
3. Faculty who have developed capstone seminars share syllabi and course descriptions with the
university community and solicit input
4. Implementatioo committee approves capstone seminars for pilot testing during the spring of 1997.
New courses 10 be offered as 89 courses.
~
5. Provost solicits recoounendations of faculty to serve on the General Education Coordinating
Committee (see page 15 of the proposal), should the program receive fmal approval.
6. Implementation Committee issues flnal report on the piloting process and a recommendation to the
Academic Senate.
Spring 1997
1. Academlc Senate votes on final approval or the General Education Program.
2. New capstone seminars are offered..
3. Sample offerings of Inner and Outer Core Courses continue.

General Education Pilot Implementatioo. aprroved by the Academ ic Senate February 23. 1994
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Time
Period

Implementation
Committee

Inner Core
Foundations
Language and
Composition

Inner Core
Language and
Communication
Math Literacy
Science Literacy

L

-Provost charged
with responsibility
for directing
General Education
Program.

1
9
9

-Provost appoints
Im plementati on
Committee.

-Prosovt appoints
Course Development
Committees for all
Inner Coure coursee.
Committees will
consist of 8 faculty
with content
expertise and 1
member of Implementation Committee. Each college
will have at least 1
member on the
committee, with the
remaining members
ren ecti ng disciplinespeci fic interests and
skill s. "Foundations' only will have
3 CA S faculty and I
from each other
college and Milner.
Faculty with content
expertise apply for
appointment and are
scree ned by their
rospective deans,
who submit
nomination. to the
Provost.

-Provost appoints
Course Development
Committees for all
Inner Core courses.
Committees will
consist of 8 faculty
wi th content expertise
and 1 member of
Implementation
Commi ttee. Each
college will have at
least I member on the
committee, with the
remaining members
renecting disciplinespecific interests and
skills. Faculty with
content expe rtise
apply for appointment
and are screened by
their respective deans,
who submit nominations to the Provost.
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4
oProvost appoints
Course De velopmen! Committees
fo r all Inner Core
courses . See
guidlines at right.
At least one
member of
Implementation
Commi \tee shall
serve on each
Course Development Committee.

-Inner Core Course
Development
Committees hold
~ , open forums to
gather input from
University Community about these
courses .

-Inner Core COUf"e
Development
Commillee~ hold Optlll
forums to gather input
from Univer"ity
Community about
these courses.

OUler Core
Quantative
Reasoning
Language in Context

....

Outer Core
United States
Traditions
Individuals and
Civic Life

Outer Core
Know/Di sci plines
Kiscip Know/
Culture
Discip/Qual of life

Capstone
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Ti me
Period

Implementation
Committee

Inner Core
Foundations
Language and
Composition

Inner Core
Language and
Communication
Math Literacy
Science Literacy

-Implementation
Commi ttee receives
stipends to meet
and develop
worki ng procedures
and guidelines.

-Inner Core Course
Development
Committees receive
stipends to meet.
write sample syllabi.
and become oriented
to course and
General Education
program.

-Inner Core Course
Development
Committees receive
stipends to meet. write
sample syllabi. and
become oriented to
course and General
Education program
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-Science U teracy
committee, additionally. begins to develop
general education
guidelines for the
laboratory course
options. Science
departments are
involved in this
process throul/,hout.
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Outer Core
Quantative
Reasoning
Language in Context

- Decis ions made
ahout how pilot offcrings of these
courses will satisfy
(' )(i~ t i ns university
~tudics requirements
so as not to "penal izc· students who
enroll in them.

-Course Development Committee8
present course
syllabi and descriplions to univenlty
community. teach

-I mplementation
Committee solicits
applica tions fo r
coune development
of ~ample offerings
of Quanti tati ve
Reasoning and
La nguage in Context
(in Outer Core).

demon~ tration

lessons, and hold
open forums for
input from faculty.

-/\ limited number
of pi lot sections of
·Foundations· and
·Language
and
Composition·
co urses are a~rtised as 89 co · es
for spring of 1995.
-Implementation
Committee solicits
applications for
course development
of sample offering~
of Quantitative Reason in g and Languagc in Context (in
OIlier Corel.
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Outer Core
United States
Traditions
Individuals and
Civic Life

OUler Core
Know/Discipli nes
Kiscip Know/
Culture
Discip/Qual of life
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lnnu Core

Innu Core

OUler Core

Foundations
Language and
Composition

Language and
Communication
Math Literacy
Science Literacy

Quantative
Reasoning
Language in Context

-Implementation
Com mi ttee solicits
applications for
course development
of ~ample offerings
of United States Traditions and lndividuals in Civic Life (in
Outer Core).

-A limited number
of sections of
"Foundations· and
"Language and
Composition" are
offered as 89 courses
taught by members
of Course Development Committees.

-Course Development
Committees present
syllabi and descriplions to university.
teach demonstration
lessons, hold faculty
forums for input.

' Implementation
Committee solicits
applications fro m
additional faculty
who wish to ta ke
part in summer orientation workshops
for Inner Core
courses.

'Implementation
Committee solicits
applications from
addi tional faculty
who wish to take
part in summer
orientation workshops for Inner Core
courses.

Implementation
Committee

e
Ouler Core

OUIU Core

Uni ted States
Traditions
Individual s and
Civic Ufe

Know/Discipli nes
Kiscip Know/
Culture
Discip/Qual of life

-Imple mentation
Committee solicits
applications for
course development
of sample offerings
of United States
Traditions and
Indi viduals in Civic
Life (in Outer
Core)

-Implementation
Committee solicits
applications from
additional faculty who
wi sh to take part in
summer orientation
workshops for Inner
Core courses.

(1)

»

' Implem en tation
Comm ittee begins
determining where
and how Advanced
Placement credit
may appropriately
fit the course categories
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-Implementation
Committee receives
~lipel1ds to draft a
report and assessment of program to
date.

,

'Development workshops are held for
continuing "Foundations" and "Language
and Composition"
committee members
and faculty. Stipends
awarded. Workshop
includes a review of
course as it has been
taught.
-Orientation workshops for faculty who
will leach Inner Core
courses for first time
during 1995-96. Stipend8 awarded.

-Orientation workshop!! for faculty who
will teach Inner Core
courses for lirst time
during 1995-96.
Stipends awarded.

-Selected facult y
receive stipends to
develop Outer Core
courses. These
faculty take part in
an orientation to
General Education
program.

-Selected faculty
receive stipends to
develop Outer Core
courses. These
fac ulty take part in
an orientation to
General Education
program.
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Inner Core

Ourer Core

Foundations
Language and
Composition

Language and
Communication
Math Literacy
Science Literacy

Quantative
Reasoning
Language in Context
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Implementation
Committee solicits
applications for
course development
of sample offerinSI
of Knowing in
Disciplines,
Disciplinary
Knowledge and
Dynamics of
Cui tum. nnd
Disciplinary
Knowledge and
Quality of Life (in
Outer Core).

-Limited number of
sections of all Inner
Core courses are
offered. Some
sections of "Foundations" and "Langua~e and Composition al1l taught by
faculty different
from thOSe who have
taught courses
previously. (These
faculty have
partici pated in
summer workshops.)

-Faculty who have
developed Outer
Core course8 share
information about
those courses with
university community.

-Limited number of
sections of all Inner
Core courses are
offered. Some
sections of "Foundations" and "Language
and Composition" are
ta'N'!:t by faculty
di erent from those
who have taught
courses previouftly.
(These faculty have
participated in
summer workshops.)

-Im plcmentation
Committee
approves selected
Outer Core courses
for pilot te~ting in
spri ng. If these are
new courses. they
are advertised as 89
courses.
-Decisions are
made about how
pilot offerings of
nil approved
courses wi II sali sfy
elti~ting university
studies requirements so as not
"penalize' stude , ~
who enroll in tbem.
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Ourer Cart!

Outer Core

Uni ted States
Traditions
Individuals and
Civic Ufe

Know/Discipli nes
Kiscip Know/
Culture
DiscipiQual of life

Capstone
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Inner Core

e

-Faculty who have
developed Outer
Core courses share
information about
those courses with
university community.

-Implementation
Committee solicits
applications for
course development
of sample offerings
of Knowing in
Disciplines,
Di sci pli na ry
Knowledge and
Dynamics of
Culture, and
Disciplinary
Knowledge and
Quality of Life (in
Outer Core).
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Impl cmen tation
Committee

{liner Core

Irmer Core

Ouler Core

Outer Core

Language and
Communication
Math Literacy
Science Literacy

Quanlative
Reasoni ng
Language in Context

Outa Core

Foundations
Language and
Composition

United States
Traditions
Individuals and
Civic Life

Know/Disciplines
Kiscip Knowl
Culture
Discip/Qua l of life

-Impl ementation
Committee solicits
proposals I ) to
develop interdisciplinary cap~tone
semi nars or 2) to
de velop or modify
majors caps tone
courses that will
satisfy general
education requireme nts .

-Limited numbe rs of
sections of all Inner
Core courses are
offered. Some
sec tions are taught
by faculty different
from those who have
taught courses
previously. (These
faculty have
participated in
summer workshops .)

-Limited numbers of
sections of all Inner
Core courses are
offered. Some
sections are taught by
faculty different from
those who have taught
courses previously.
(These facu lty have
parti cipated in
summer workshops.)

-Selected Outer Core
courses are offered.

-Selected Outer
Core courses are
oITered.

'Im plementation
Committee solicits
appl ications for
sum mer Facul ty
De velopment
Worksho p~ and
Oricntat ions.

-" Foundations'
Cou rse Development
Com mittee determines 1996-97
theme.

'Provost prepa res
an impact statement
of ·c o~ts· of
gcncral ed ucation
program, should it
he adopted on a full
eeale.

-Development
workshops are held
for continuing Inner
Core committee
members and
faculty. Stipends
awarded. Workshop
includes a review of
course as it has been
taught.
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-Imple mentation
Commi ttee soli cits
proposals 1) to
develop interdisciplinary capstone
seminars or 2) to
dev elop or modify
majors capstone
courses that wi 11
satisfy general
education requi remenls.
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-I mplemen tation
Committec receives
~(ipend to hcgin
final report and
recommcndations.
Report sha ll
address qucstions
rai sed in "Inlroduction, " above.

..i

-Development
workshops are held
for continuing Inne r
Core committee
members and fac ulty.
Stipends awarded.
Workshop includes a
re vi ew of course as it
has been taught.

-Selected faculty
recei ve sti pends to
develop Outer Core
cour~ e 8 . These
faculty take part in
an orientation to
General Education
program.

-Selec ted faculty
receive stipends to
develop Outer Core
courses. These
faculty take part in
an orientation to
General Education
program,

-Selec ted faculty
recei ve stipends to
deve lop Outer Core
courses . These
faculty take part in
an orientati on to
Gene ral Education
progra m.

-Orientation workshops for faculty who
wi ll teach Inner Core
courses for firs t time
during 1995-96.
Stipends awarded.

-Orientation
workshops for
fa culty who wi ll
teach Inner Core
courses for fi rst
ti me during 1995-96.
Stipends awarded.

-Selected facu l! y or
groups of faculty
recei ve 81i pends to
de vel op interdisci ·
pli nary caps tone
lemilllHI or devel o p
modify departmenta
general education
capstones. These
faculty take part in
an orientation to
General Education
program .
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Impl emc ntation
Committee
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Inner Core

Outer Cort

aUla Core

Language and
Communication
Math Uteracy
Science Uteracy

Quantative
Reasoning
Language in Context

Ouler Core

Foundations
Language and
Composition

United States
Traditions
Indi viduals and
Civic Ufe

Know /Disciplines
Kiscip Know/
Culture
DiscipiQual of life

.Limited offerings of
Inner Core courses
continue. Some
sections are taught
by faculty different
from those who have
taught courses
previously. (These
faculty have
participated in
summer workshops.)

-Li mited offerings of
I nner Core courses
continue. Some
sections are taught by
faculty different from
those who have taught
courses previously.
(These facul ty have
participated in
summer workshops.)

-Selected Outer Core
courses are offered.

.Selected Outer
Core courses are
offered.

-Selected Outer
Core courses are
offered.
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-Provost solicits
recommendations
of faculty to serve
on General
Education Coordinating Committee
(see page 27 of
propo~al) . should
program recei ve
final approval.
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-Implementation
Committee issues
final report on
piloting process
and a recommendation to Academic
Senate.
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-Faculty who have
developed capstone
seminars share
syllabi and course
descriptions with
university communi ty and solicit
input.
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[mplementation
committee
approves capstone
seminars for pilot
testing during
spring of 1997.
New courses to be
offered as 89
courses.
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Academic Senate
votes on nnal
approval or
,_
General Educa-4
lion Program.

-Sample offerings of
Inner and Outer
Core Courses
continue.

-Sample offerings of
Inner and Outer Core
Courses continue.

-Sample offerings of
Inner and Outer Core
Courses continue.

-Sample offerings
of Inner and Outer
Core Courses
continue.

-Sample offerings
of Inner and Outer
Core Courses
continue.

-New capstone
seminars are
offered.
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